
April 13, 1978 
By Mr. MOTI'L (for him.self, Mr. BAD

HAM, Mr. EILBERG, Mr. EMERY, Mr. 
EVANS Of Georgia, Mr. HILLIS, Mr. 
KETCHUM, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. LAGO
MARSINO, Mr. LEDERER, Mr. McDON
ALD, Mr. MuRPHY of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. SEBELIUS, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. 
CHARLES WILSON of Texas, and Mr. 
YATRON): 

H.R. 12128. A blll to reduce the amount of 
paperwork required by Federal agencies and 
to increase congressional awareness of the 
increase in paperwork required by bills and 
joint resolutions under consideration by 
Congress; jointly, to the Committees on Gov
ernment Operations and Rules. 

By Mr. PRESSLER: 
H.R. 12129. A bill to provide for improved 

controls over the labeling and inspection of 
meat a.nd meat food products; and to en
hance stability in the supply and price of 
meat a.nd meat food products; jointly, to 
the Committees on Agriculture and Ways a.nd 
Means. 

By Mr. RICHMOND: 
H.R. 12130. A bill to amend the Reha.b111-

ta.tion Act of 1973 to require that rehabilita
tion counslers hired under State plans ap
proved under such a.ct have certain minimum 
qualifications; to the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor. 

By Mr. RISENHOOVER: 
H.R. 12131. A bill to amend title XIV of 

the Public Health, Service Act to provide 
Federal grants for small public water systems 
to meet national primary drinking water reg
ulations; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign commerce. 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself and Mr. 
SHIPLEY): 

H.R. 12132. A bill to end the authorization 
of the Helm Reservoir project, Skillet Fork, 
Ill.; to the Committee on Public Works and 
Transporta. tion. 

By Mr. SNYDER: 
H.R. 12133. A bill to amend the Occupa

tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 to pro
hibit restrictions on work rules in locations 
in which there is hunting, fishing, or shoot
ing sports, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. TRAXLER: 
H.R. 12134. A blll to defer from income 

certain a.mounts deferred pursuant to State 
or local public employee deferred compensa
tion plans; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BINGHAM (for himself, Mr. 
SEIBERLING, Mr. MURPHY of Illinois, 
Mr. CARNEY, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. BEN
JAMIN, Mr. EDGAR, Mr. WEISS, Mr. 
WOLFF, Mr. BONIOR, MS. HOLTZMAN, 
Mr. STARK, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. EDWARDS 
of California., Mr. METCALFE, Mr. An
DABBO, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. FRASER, 
Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. MIKVA, Mr. NIX, 
Mr. GARCIA, Mr. RoDINO, and Mr. 
STOKES): 

H.R. 12135. A blll to a.mend title I of the 
Housing and Community Development Act 
of 1974 for the purpose of providing re
hab111tation grants to metropolitan cities 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
and urban counties; to the Committee on 
Banking, Fina.nee and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr. An
DABBO, Mr. DAN DANIEL, Mr. PRICE, 
Mr. EILBERG, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. BROD
HEAD, Mr. FLOOD, Mr. WEISS, Mr. 
PRESSLER, Mr. SEmERLING, and Mr. 
NEDZI) : 

H.R. 12136. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit 
against tax for the cost of removal of trees 
required by the United States or a State or 
local government to be removed to prevent 
the spread of a disease caused by pests; to 
the Committee on Ways a.nc! Means. 

By Mr. JENRETTE (for himself, Mr. 
HEFTEL, and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.): 

H.R. 12137. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide that certain air traf
fic specialists be considered a.s air traffic con
trollers for retirement and certain other pur
poses; to the -committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of California: 
H.R. 12138. A bill to name a certain Fed

eral building in Laguna Niguel, Calif., the 
"Chet Holifield Building"; to the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of California (for 
himself, Mr. ROBERTS, and Mr. DON 
H. CLAUSEN) : 

H.R. 12139. A bill authorizing additional 
appropriations for prosecution of projects in 
certain comprehensive river basin plans for 
flood control, navigation, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation. 

H.R. 12140. A bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to provide addi
tional authorizations for certain operating 
programs under the act; to the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. MILLER of California (for him
self, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DOWNEY, 
Mrs. HOLT, Mr. MURPHY of New York, 
Mr. PATl'ISON of New York, Mr. 
PRITCHARD, Mr. STUDDS, and Mr. 
TREEN): 

H.R. 12141. A bill to a.mend the Long
shoremen•s and Harbor Workers' Compensa
tion Act to clarify the act's coverage to em
ployees engaged in the manufacture, repair, 
servicing, or sale of recreational boa.ts; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. MARRIOTT (for himself, Mr. 
ANNUNZIO, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. BADHAM, 
Mr. BALDUS, Mr. BEARD of Tennessee, 
Mr. BEVILL, Mr. BoLAND, Mr. BROD
HEAD, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. BROWN 
of Michigan, Mr. CEDERBERG, Mr. DON 
H. CLAUSEN, Mr. DEL CLAWSON, Mr. 
COCHRAN of Mississippi, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. CORCORAN of Illinois, Mr. CORN
WELL,· Mr. CORRADA, Mr. DAN DANIEL, 
Mr. EILBERG, Mr. ERTEL, Mr. EVANS of 
Indiana, Mr. EVANS of Delaware, and 
Mrs. FENWICK) : 

H.J. Res. 850. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to issue a proclamation desig
nating the week beginning on November 19, 
1978, as "National Family Week"; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 
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By Mr. MARRIOTT (for himself, Mr. 

FRENZEL, Mr. GAMMAGE, Mr. GAYDOS, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. GARCIA, Mr. 
HAMILTON, Mrs. HECKLER, Mr. HEF
NER, Mr. HEFTEL, Mr. HILLIS, Mr. 
HORTON, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. JOHNSON 
of California, Mr. KAZEN, Mr. KEMP, 
Ms. KEYS, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. LA
FALCE, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. LENT, 
Mrs. LLOYD of Tennessee, Mr. LoNo 
ot Louisiana, Mr. LOTT, and Mr. 
LUNDINE): 

H.J. Res. 851. Joint resolution to author
ize the President to issue a proclamation des
ignating the week beginning on Novem
ber 19, 1978, as "National Family Week"; to 
the Committee on Post Oftl.ce and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. MARRIOTT (for himself, Mr. 
MCCLORY, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. Mc
DONALD, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. MADIGAN, 
Mr. MAHON, Mr. MANN, Mr. MAz
ZOLI, Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. MURPHY of Illinois, Mr. NEAL, 
Mr. NICHOLS, Mr. O'BRIEN, Mr. PAT
TERSON of California, Mr. RISEN
HOOVER, Mr. RODINO, Mr. RoE, Mr. 
ROYBAL, Mr. SATTERFIELD, Mr. SE
BELIUS, Mr. SIKES, Mrs. SMITH Of 
NEBRASKA, Mr. SOLARZ and Mrs. 
SPELLMAN): 

H.J. Res. 852. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to issue a proclamation desig
nating the week beginning on November 19, 
1978 as "National Family Week"; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. MARRIOTT (for himself, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WINN, 
and Mr. WOLFF) : 

H.J. Res. 853. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to issue a proclamation desig
nating the week beginning on November 19, 
1978 as "National Family Week"; to the Com
mittee on Post omce and Civil Service. 

By Mr. RINALDO: 
H.J. Res. 854. Joint resolution expressing 

the determination of the United States with 
respect to the situation in Cuba; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: 
H. Con. Res. 558. Concurrent resolution 

disapproving proposed regulations of the De
partment of the Treasury requiring cen
tralized registration of fl.rearms and other 
matters; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. WEAVER: 
H. Res. 1131. Resolution providing for 

closed conference committee meetings on 
H.R. 5289; to the Committee on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

Mr. BONIOR introduced a bill (H.R. 12142) 
for the relief of Victor Manuel Romero, which 
was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
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ELECTRIC UTILITY FUEL 

ADJUSTMENTS 

HON. GOODLOE E. BYRON 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, during the 
recently completed Easter congressional 

recess I traveled to every county in the 
Sixth Congressional District in order to 
meet with constituents and exchange 
views on a wide range of issues. While 
the people of central and western Mary
land expressed concern over many dif
ferent issues, clearly the issue most on 
the min~s of the people of the Sixth Dis
trict is the very large increases in elec
tricity bills being experienced this spring 
due to the effects of the coal strike. De-

spite conscientious efforts by many citi
zens to conserve energy as much as pos
sible, the electricity bills received this 
year have been staggering. I have re
ceived many complaints from constit
uents who have experienced electricity 
bills in excess of $500 for the 2-month 
billing period. Some bills were even 
higher than $1,000. 

I am sure that many of my colleagues 
in the House have also heard from citi-

Statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor will be identified by the use of a "bullet" symbol, i.e., e 
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zens who find it very difficult to pay these 
unexpectedly high electric bills, which in 
many cases exceed the monthly mort
gage payment. Understandably, citizens 
are upset over the effects of the fuel ad
justment charges, which permit hun
dreds of dollars to be added to the total 
of the electric bill even though the ac
tual usage of electricity might be lower 
than previous bills. 

The House of Representatives ad
dressed this issue last summer when we 
passed the National Energy Act, which 
contained a strong section on utility rate 
reform. Included in the bill were restric
tions on the ability of Federal and State 
utility regulatory bodies to approve fuel 
adjustment charges. 

The enormous increases in the fuel 
adjustment charges being experienced 
by the residents of central and western 
Maryland this year have convinced me 
that the fuel adjustment charge is un
fair to citizens already burdened with 
inflation, taxes, and the high cost of all 
forms of energy. Therefore, on March 22, 
1978, I introduced H.R. 11783 to prohibit 
the use of fuel adjustment charges in 
electricity pricing systems. This bill 
would ban fuel adjustment charges from 
all electric rates, whether the electricity 
is subject to regulation by a Federal or 
State utility regulatory agency. The 
present Federal and State utility regula
tory structure would be retained. The 
bill stipulates that all rates for electric
ity must be established in advance only 
after full public hearings which guaran
tee the opportunities for participation by 
the public in the ratemaking process. 
I invite the support of other Members 
of Congress in cosponsoring this legis
lation. 

At the beginning of the 95th Congress 
in January 1977, I appointed a task force 
on energy made up of citizens represent
ing a cross section of Maryland's Sixth 
Congressional District. These citizens 
met frequently last year, reviewed the 
national energy plan in detail, and sub
mitted recommendations to me on en
ergy policy and its impact on the people 
of central and western Maryland. The 
majority of the members of the task 
force feel that there is a need for utility 
rate reform on a Federal level and their 
views have been very helpful to me 
studying the effect of fuel adjustment 
clauses and in preparing this legislation. 
I am very grateful for the guidance of 
the thousands of constituents who have 
written to me on this subject, called me, 
attended one of the energy town meet
ings I held last year, or dropped by to 
visit with me to ex:;Jress their views with 
respect to this issue. I am indebted to 
each of the members of the energy task 
force; the cochairpersons are Sylvia 
Hancock and Barry Teach and the other 
members are Homer Berry, John Estes, 
Robert Gentry, John Hose, William Mc
Clean, and Joseph Sottile. 

I think it is important to note that the 
Maryland General Assembly has recently 
passed legislation to protect utility con
sumers by limiting the ability of utility 
companies to pass increased fuel costs 
directly on to consumers and by 
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strengthening the role of the Maryland 
Public Service Commission in reviewing 
increased fuel expenses and other prac
tices of the utility companies. I com
mend the members of the Maryland 
General Assembly for their action and 
feel it underscores the important respon
sibilities of State government in the field 
of utility rate regulation. The Federal 
Government is very restricted in its abil
ity to help individual citizens cope with 
high utility bills unless the State pub
lic service commissions also take strong 
action to effectively regulate public 
utilities. 

Because of the tremendous increases in 
the cost of energy in recent years, the 
Federal Government must become more 
sensitive to the difficulties created for 
many citizens by our present utility reg
ulatory practices. The House of Repre
sentatives recognized this fact last year 
when we approved the National Energy 
Act. The bill I have introduced, H.R. 
11783, would further protect the inter
ests of consumers by banning the use of 
fuel adjustment clauses in electric rate 
structures and mandating greater public 
participation in decisions afiecting elec
tricity rates. I would like to include a 
copy of this bill in the RECORD at this 
time. I would welcome the comments and 
questions of other Members of Congress 
who would like additional information 
about this bill or who may wish to 
cosponsor it. 

A copy of the bill is inserted at this 
point: 

H.R. 11783 
A bill to prohibit fuel adjustment clauses in 

electric utlllty rate schedules 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
PRoHmITION OF FUEL ADJUSTMENT CLAUSES 

AND SUMMARY, Ex PARTE RATEMAKING 
PROCEDURES 
SECTION 1. (a) All utmty rate schedules 

and parts thereof made lawful by a regula
tory authority shall provide for the sale of 
electric energy at prices which have been 
subject to and ordered into effect after prior 
public notice and full hearing by the regula
tory authority. 

(b) As used in this section: 
( 1) The term "Commission" means the 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 
(2) The term "consumer" means any per

son, State agency, or Federal agency, to 
which electric energy ls sold other than for 
purposes of resale. 

(3) The term "hearing" means, in the 
case of a State regulatory authority, a pro
ceeding (A) which includes notice to, and an 
opportunity for, participants to present di
rect and rebuttal evidence and a written 
decision based upon evidence appearing in 
the record of the proceeding, and (B) which 
is subject to review in accordance with the 
laws of each State. In the case of a Federal 
regulatory authority, such terms mean a 
proceeding on the record after agency 
hearing. 

( 4) The term "Federal agency" means any 
agency or instrumentality of the United 
States; but does not include the District of 
Columbia. 

(5) The term "Federal regulatory au
thority" means any Federal agency which has 
ratemaking authority with respect to the 
sale of electric energy by any utlllty. 

(6) The term "rate" means any rate, 
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charge, or classification made, demanded, 
observed, or received with respect to sale of 
electric energy, any rule, regulation, or 
practice respecting any such rate, charge, or 
classification and any contract pertaining to 
the sale of electric energy. 

(7) The term "ratema.king authority" 
means authority to fix, modify, approve, or 
disapprove rates. 

(8) The term "rate schedule" means the 
rates which a utillty charges consumers. 

(9) The term "regulatory authority" means 
a State regulatory authority or a Federal 
regulatory authority. A State agency or a 
Federal agency which is a utlllty and which 
has ratemaking authority with respect to 
its own rates shall be treated as a regula
tory authority only to the extent that no 
oth~r regulatory authority has ratema.king 
authority with respect to such rates. 

(10) The term "sale" includes an exchange 
of, or a charge for transmission of, electric 
energy. 

(11) The term "State" means a State or 
the District of Columbia.. 

(12) The term "State agency" means any 
agency or instrumentality of a State or 
political subdivision thereof. 

(13) The term "State regulatory author
ity" means any State agency which has rate
making authority with respect to the sale of 
electric energy by any utmty. 

(14) The term "utlllty" means any person, 
corporation, State agency, or Federal agency, 
which sells electric energy. 

ENFORCEMENT 
SEc. 2. (a) No utillty may sell electric 

energy except in accordance with a rate 
schedule which has been fixed, approved, or 
allowed to go into effect by a regualtory 
authority. No regulatory authority may fix, 
approve, or allow to go into effect any rate 
schedule which violates section 1. 

(b) If any person alleges that a regulatory 
authority's action, or failure to act, violates 
subsection (a)-

(1) in the case of a regulatory authority 
which ls a Federal regulatory authority 
(or which ls a State regulatory authority 
whose action or failure to act is not review
able by a State of competent jurisdiction), 
such person ma.y obtain review of such action 
or failure to act, insofar as it relates to a vio
lation of subsection (a)-

(A) in any statutory review proceeding 
which is otherwise applicable to such action 
or failure to act, or 

•(B) if there is no such statutory review 
proceeding applicable to such action or fail
ure to act, by commencing a civil action in 
the United States court of appeals for any 
circuit in which the utlllty sells electric en
ergy, which court shall have jurisdiction to 
review such determination in accordance 
with chapter 7 of title 5, United States Code; 
and 

(2) in the case of a regulatory authority 
which ls a State regulatory authority, 
such action, or failure to act, insofar as it 
relates to a violation of subsection (a)-

(A) may be reviewed by any State court 
of competent jurisdiction, and 

(B) if such action is reviewable by such a 
State court, may not be reviewed by any 
court of the United States, except by the 
United States Supreme Court on writ of 
certiorari in accordance with section 1257 
of title 28, United States Code. 

(c) If (but this subsection) no regula
tory authority has ratemaklng authority with 
respect to a utlllty, a Commission shall have 
ratemaking authority with respect to such 
utlllty for purposes of this Act. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEc. 3. The provisions of this Act shall take 

effect six months after the date of enactment 
of this Act.e 
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FOREIGN STEEL DUMPING 

HON. THOMAS N. KINDNESS 
OF OHIO 

IN 'l'HE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, while 
there is in my opinion ample evidence of 
the "dumping" of steel by foreign steel 
companies, for those who still are not 
convinced, the following article from the 
Sydney Morning Herald offers ample 
proof. And, it comes straight from the fi
nancial editor of one of Australia's lead
ing newspapers, the Sydney Morning 
Herald in discussing the finances of BHP 
<Broken Hill Proprietary Co., Ltd.) a 
leading Australian steel producer: 

BY ALL ACCOUNTS STEEL'S TH'E LOSER 
(By Malcolm Wilson, Flna.ncla.l Editor) 

It will now take a. very major effort Indeed 
for BHP to cllmb out of the deep hole into 
which it ha.s fallen on its steel operations. 

Steel continues to be BHP's big problem 
area and whichever way you prefer to do the 
accounting on the steel operations the result 
wa.s a lot worse in the six months to No
vember, 1977, compared with the previous 
corresponding period. 

Yes, a.gain, we find that the company ha.s 
incurred a big loss on its steel operations. 
Using BHP's accounting methods, the loss 
was $35 mill1on in the six months to Novem
ber compared with a. loss of $21.6 m1lllon in 
the previous corresponding period. 

Adopting the more widely used accounting 
methods (which are less severe as far a.s de
preciation ls concerned) the company would 
have shown a. profit on its steel operations 
of $10.5 million but even this would have 
been ha.If the previous profit of the previous 
profit of $20.6 mlllion. 

The figures in the table below tell the 
real story of BHP's lacklustre profit perform
ance in recent years. Looking at the domes
tic sales figures for the November six months 
period, we see that these figures have fallen 
significantly over the last three periods. 

PROGRESSIVE FALL 
Whereas local steel sales were, 2.490 mil

lion J;ons in the six months to November, 
1974, the corresponding figures have fallen 
progressively to 2.167 million ·tons, then 1.986 
mlllion tons a.nd now only 1.860 million tons. 

While these steel sales to the Australian 
market are presumably priced to return BHP 
a good profit, the reduced steel demand ha.s 
forced BHP to sell more and more of its steel 
on the export market. 

The problem here ls that just a.bout every 
other steel producer in the world ha.s been 
facing the same situation of decllnlng de
mand in its own domestic market, there ls 
a. substantial surplus of steel available. 

JUST COVERS COST 
In order to clinch an export sale, BHP ha.s 

ha.d to pitch its price so low that it only just 
covers its marginal opera.ting costs. 

So there must be just a.bout no profits at 
a.ll in BHP's steel exports. And the table 
shows how these exports have risen in recent 
yea.rs to help maintain a.n overall steel pro
duction level a.t the rate of a.round 6 m1lllon 
tons a. year. 

In this situation, it ls apparent that noth
ing would please BHP more than a resur
gence of the Australian economy. a.s this 
would enable it to increase its sales in the 
domestic market and reduce them on the 
export market. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
If this were to happen, BHP would gain 

significantly from the better prices it can 
get on the Australian market. 

As it ls, BHP appears to be in a. good ca.sh 
situation a.t the moment. Its ca.sh fl.ow after 
dividend payments increased to $147.4 mil
llon for the six-month period compared with 
$125.2 million in the previous corresponding 
period. 

The company says that the continuing 
strength of the group's cash fl.ow means that 
the group's Uquidity ha.s been maintained 
a.t a satisfactory level. 

BHP's STEEL SALES 
( '000 tonnes) 

6 months to Exports 
Nov. •74_______ 835 
May •75 _______ 1,008 
Nov. •75 _______ 1, 273 
Ma.y '76 _______ 1,277 
Nov. '76 _______ 1, 573 
May •77 _______ 1, 204 
Nov. •77 _______ l, 471 

Domestic 
sales 

2,490 
2, 125 
2,167 
1,894 
1,986 
1,773 
1,860 

Total 
3,325 
3, 133 
3,440 
3,171 
3,559 
2,977 
3,331 

• 
QUAKERS URGE DISARMAMENT 

HON. EDWIN B. FORSYTHE 
OF NEW JERSI';Y 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to insert the following statement by the 
Friends World Committee of Consulta
tion on the U.N. Special Session on Dis
armament. I hope it stimulates discus
sion on this subject. For disarmament 
deserves earnest and deep consideration 
by our Nation and the other nations of 
the world. It is my belief that all nations 
should strive toward disarmament. 

The statement follows: 
FRIENDS WORLD COMMITTEE FOR CONSULTA

TION, RELIGIOUS SOCIETY OF FRIENDS (QUAK
ERS), FEBRUARY 21, 1978 
The .Rellglous Society of Friends (Quak

ers) with members in 27 countries, in ex
pressing the belief in the value of every 
human being in the sight of God, has 
throughout its 300 yea.rs' history consistently 
worked for peace a.nd against war a.nd the 
preparations for it. 

The escalation in the arms race and the 
increased destructiveness of modern weapons 
make the need for disarmament more im
perative than ever before. The high level of 
armaments, held by most governments to be 
essential to security, is instead a major 
threat to peace. Armaments are also a. tragic 
waste of human and material resources 
which should be used towards removing the 
extreme poverty in which most of the world's 
people still live. Effective disarmament 
agreements must be accompanied by other 
measures such a.s strengthening procedures 
for the peaceful settlement of disputes 
through the United Nations, developing in
ternational law a.nd guaranteeing basic 
human rights. 

The Special Session of the UN General 
Assembly on Disarmament to be held in New 
York in May/June 1978 is a.n historic oppor
tunity for governments a.nd peoples not only 
to proclaim the urgency of disarmament, but 
also to commit themselves to practical steps 
of disarmament a.nd to ending the interna
tional trade in arms. Any government can 
take the initiative. We call on them to do so. 
The risks of disarmament are no greater than 
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the risks of war. We urge that the Special 
Session should be used as a turning point for 
governments to respond to the yearning of 
people everywhere for a world free from 
war.e 

POMONA GRANGE SPEAKS OUT 
AGAINST GUN REGISTRATION 

HON.JOHN M.ASHBROOK 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

•Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, mem
bers of the Pomona Grange of Coshoc
ton, Ohio, have gone on record against 
the gun registration efforts of the Bureau 
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. In a 
letter to BATF Director Rex Davis, they 
declared they "are adamantly opposed 
not only to the idea of gun registration 
but also to the processes whereby gun 
controls are presently being used to 
force gun registration upon the people 
of the United States of America." 

I agree wholeheartedly with their 
views. I am currently sponsoring a joint 
resolution disapproving the proposed 
BATF plan. 

At this point in the RECORD I would 
like to include the full text of the Pomo
na Grange letter: 

WEST LAFAYETTE, OHIO, 
April 5, 1978. 

Director REX DA VIS, 
Director of Alcohol, Tobacco & Fire Arms 

Division, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR DmECTOR DAVIS: The Coshocton 

County Pomona Grange of Coshocton, Ohio 
hereby emphatically declares that its mem
bers are adamantly opposed not only to the 
idea of gun registration but also to the proc
esses whereby gun controls are presently 
being used to force gun registration upon the 
people of th United States of America. Our 
Government ls one Of The People, By The 
People, a.nd For The People. Any rule, regu
la. tion, or law that is forced upon the people 
without the consent of the majority must 
be rejected. 

Our elected representatives and appointed 
members of Government apparently see 
themselves as the Great Protective Father. 
This is a false idea. Any one who truly be
lieves in our Representative Republic must 
know that you build character and respon
sibility in people by requiring that they 
shoulder their own problems by cooperative 
action in times of need. 

Over protective governments build weak 
citizens a.nd is the direct cause of the down
fall of former governments. We only need to 
look at the history of pa.st nations to see the 
results of ambitious governments. Let's not 
follow the example of Nazi Germany and 
Communist Russia.. 

Gun registration must not be dictated by 
some government individual bureau, or de
partment. After a.ll, it is not the majority of 
citizens thait a.re using guns wrongly. It ls 
the duty of government to control only the 
ones who use guns for the wrong purposes. 
When the laws, now on the books ca.n be truly 
enforced, there will be no need for further 
limiting the freedom of law a.biding citizens. 

It ls true that guns wrongly used k111 many 
people but so do automobiles, drugs and 
alcohol, knives, clubs, electricity, and many 
other devices. We must not, in a freedom 
loving country, deny the people the free 
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choice of the benefits of these devices just 
because a small percent of the citizens are 
let go unpunished when they use them 
wrongly. 

Very truly yours, 
EDWIN 0. LAPP, 

Legislative Agent. 
LLOYD J. FOWLER, 

Legislative Agent. 
RoBERT F . McCLURE, 

Master.e 

DEREGULATION DEBATE SHROUDED 
IN SECRECY 

HON. BILL ARCHER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I recently 
received a letter from Mr. David Cohen, 
president of Common Cause, which called 
attention to the manner in which the 
Democratic Caucus has disregarded the 
intent of House rules concerning open 
conferences on the natural gas deregula
tion issue. 

Mr. Cohen's comments are of particu
lar importance at this time because of 
the gravity of the issue at stake, and I 
would like to share them with my 
colleagues. 

Certainly they reflect my own feelings 
on this issue of open meetings--as well 
as the continuing issue of how this energy 
legislation has been handled by the 
majority. 

The letter follows: 
Hon. Bn.L ARCHER, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE ARCHER: Common 
Cause strongly believes that the natural gas 
pricing conferences held after the Easter 
recess should be held in open session, as was 
the March 22 conference. 

Common cause has been concerned that 
the House and Senate Democratic conferees 
for a three month period chose to ignore 
House and Senate rules and exclude the pub
lic from critical deliberations and conduct 
its conferences in secret. 

It is our understanding that these closed 
meetings were dealing with the heart of 
the natural gas pricing question and that 
substantive actions were being taken--01fers 
ma.de, counter-offers proposed, and decisions 
reached that will vitally affect every segment 
of American society. To conduct these ses
sions in secret is a clear violation of the 
public's right to know and totally contra
venes the open meeting rules of the House 
and Senate. 

Since the passage of strong Sunshine rules, 
open meetings in both the House and Senate 
have become a natural and productive way 
of doing business. A Common Cause study 
showoo that in the first year after pas.sage 
of the House open meetings rule in 1973, over 
90 % of House markups were open to the 
public. Although no similar statistics exist 
for the Senate, it is clear to those who follow 
the Senate that the closed meeting is the 
rare exception to a general rule of openness. 
In addition, both Democrats and Republicans 
in the House of Representatives have adopted 
rules opening their party caucuses to public 
observation. 

The House rule governing open conferences 
states that all conferences must be open to 
the public unless a majority of the entire 
House votes to close the conference. The Sen-
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ate rule requires open conferences unless a 
majority of the managers votes on the record 
in open session to close a conference. 

Clearly these procedures have been 
flouted by Democrats meeting in closed con
ferences on the energy bill. The reason cited 
is that these meetings are not conferences 
but simply "Democratic oaucuses" whei.-e 
members meet for casual consulting. This 
claim is spurious, for major substantive is
sues were being discussed by Members of the 
two Houses of Congress, compromises for
mally offered and counter-offers discussed 
and debated. In fact, the future natural gas 
policy for the United States is being shaped, 
debated and probably decided in these 
secret so-called "Democratic Caucuses." 

If these conferences are held in secret after 
the Easter recess, this basic violation of 
House a.nd Senate rules places the entire bill 
in jeopardy. If rules are violated and proper 
procedures are ignored, points of order can 
legitimately be lodged against the legislation. 

We strongly urge you to hold any future 
conferences on energy in open session. Con
troversial. and sensitive matters are decided 
in public every day in Congress. This matter 
should not be treated any differently. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID COHEN, 

President.e 

TRIBUTE TO CARPENTER'S UNION 
ED GALE 

HON. DON EDWARDS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, on May 5, 1978 hundreds of 
friends of Ed Gale will gather in San 
Jose, Calif., to honor him on the occasion 
of his retirement. Congressman MINETA 
and I feel that it is appropriate at this 
time to note the years of service which 
Ed Gale has dedicated both to the 
carpenter's union and to the community 
in which he lives. 

Ed ha.s served the carpenter's union in 
San Jose since 1946 in a variety of capa
cities, including business agent, finan
cial secretary, recording secretary, and 
on countless committees. He has lent his 
e1f orts to encouraging and assisting 
young people through the Carpenter's 
Apprentice Committee and toiled for 
work place safety through his position as 
chairman of the Labor Committee of the 
Governor's Safety Conference Commit
tee from 1965 to 1972. He has also worked 
for safety as a member of the planning 
committee for the Occupational Safety 
Conference of San Jose State University. 

Ed has been a worker for human rights 
and brotherhood as a member of the San 
Jose Human Relations Commission from 
1959 to 1965, and serves with a large 
number of fraternal, community, and 
civic organizations. 

Ed Gale epitomizes the sort of commit
ment to trade unionism, community, 
family, and good government that makes 
our country vibrant and healthy. We owe 
him a round of thanks and both Con
gressman MINETA and I are pleased to 
recognize him and applaud him on the 
occasion of his retirement.• 

April 13, 1978 

CONGRESSMAN FOLEY'S VOTING 
RECORD 

HON. THOMAS S. FOLEY 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I hereby 
submit a compilation of my voting rec
ord for the month of March of the 2d 
session of the 95th Congress: 

75. HJ Res 554. D.C. Voting Representation. 
Adoption of the rule (H Res 1048) providing 
for House floor consideration of the joint 
resolution to amend the Constitution to pro
vide for full voting representation in Con
gress for the District of Columbia. Adopted 
386-21 March 1, 1978. Yes. 

76. H J Res 554. D.C. Voting Representa
tion. Edwards, D-Calif., motion that the 
House resolve itself into the Committee of 
the Whole for consideration of the joint 
resolution to amend the Constitution to pro
vide for full voting representation in Con
gress for the District ·of Columbia. Motion 
agreed to 369-15 March 1, 1978. Yes. 

77. H J Res 554. D.C. Voting Representa
tion. Edwards, D-Calif., motion that the 
House resolve itself into the Committee of 
the Whole for further consideration of the 
joint resolution to amend the Constitution 
to provide for full voting representation in 
Congress for the District of Columbia. Mo
tion agreed to 394-12 March 2, 1978. Yes. 

78. H J Res 554. D.C. Voting Representa
tion. Passage of the joint resolution propos
ing an amendment to the Constitution to 
provide for full voting representation in 
Congress (both in the House and the Senate) 
and to retain the right granted by the 23rd 
Amendment to vote for the election of the 
president and vice president (the resolution 
would repeal the 23rd Amendment). Passed 
289-127 March 2, 1978. Yes. 

79. Procedural Motion. Bauman, R-Md., 
motion to approve the House Journal for 
Thursday, March 2, 1978. 1'4otion agreed to 
304-20 March 3, 1978. Announced yes. 

80. H Res 957. Veterans• Affairs Committee. 
Adoption of the resolution to authorize 
$400,000 for calendar year 1978 for expenses 
of investigations and studies of the House 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. Adopted 
336-1 March 3, 1978. Yes. 

81. H Res 953. District of Columbia Com
mittee. Adoption of the resolution to author
ize $275,000 for calendar year 1978 for ex
penses of investigations and studies of the 
House Committee on the District of Colum
bia. Adopted 318-15 March 3, 1978. Yes. 

82. H Res 1012. Rules Committee. Adoption 
of the resolution to authorize $49,500 for 
calendar year 1978 for expenses of investiga
tions and studies of the House Committee on 
Rules. Adopted 321-13 March 3, 1978. Yes. 

83. Procedural Motion. Ashbrook, R·Ohio, 
motion to approve the House Journal for Fri
day, March 3, 1978. Motion agreed to 331-11 
March 6, 1978. Announced yes. 

84. H J Res 715. Sun Day Designation. 
Lehman, D-Fla .. motion to suspend the rules 
and pass the joint resolution to designate 
May 3, 1978, as "Sun Day" to promote and 
call attention to the possibilities of solar 
energy. Motion agreed to 348-7. March 6, 
1978. Announced yes. 

85. HR 10551. Education Act Waiver. Per
kins, D-Ky., motion to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill to continue fiscal 1978 
funding and waive some requirements of 
Title I of the 1974 Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act for 13 school districts that 
participated in demonstration programs to 
improve operation of Title I programs. Mo
tion agreed to 404-0: March 7, 1978. Yes. 
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86. HR 11180. Debt Limit. Adoption of the 

rule (H Res 1056) providing for House floor 
consideration of the bill to increase the debt 
limit and revise procedures for establishing 
it in the future. Adopted 285-115. March 7, 
1978. Yes. 

87. HR 11180. Debt Limit. Bolllng, D-Mo., 
amendment to delete title II, which would 
establish the debt limit through concurrent 
budget resolutions in the future. Adopted 
277-132. March 7, 1978. Yes. 

88. HR 11180. Debt Limit. Passage of the 
blll to increase the debt limit to $824 blllion 
through March 1, 1979. Rejected 165-248. 
March 7, 1978. Yes. 

89. H J Res 746. Power Supplemental Ap
propriations, Fiscal 1978. Passage of the 
joint resolution to appropriate $13.1 m1llion 
for the operation of the Southwestern Power 
Administration for fiscal 1978. Passed 353-50. 
March 7, 1978. Yes. 

90. H Res 1003. Public Works and Trans
portation Committee. Adoption of the reso
lution to authorize $2 mill1on for calendar 
year 1978 for expenses of investigations and 
studies of the House Committee on Publlc 
Works and Transportation. Adopted 399-1. 
March 7, 1978. Yes. 

91. Procedural Motion. Bauman, R-Md., 
demand for the yeas and nays on the ques
tion of dispensing with further proceedings 
under a quorum call. Proceedings dispensed 
with 372-34. March 8, 1978. Yes. 

92. Procedural Motion. Dickinson, R-Ala., 
motion to approve the House Journal of 
Tuesday, March 7, 1978. Motion agreed to 
377-26. March 8, 1978. Yes. 

93. Procedural Motion. Bolllng, D-Mo., mo
tion to table the Zablocki, D-Wis., motion 
to reconsider the vote approving the Journal. 
Motion agreed to 313-91 March 8, 1978. Yes. 

94. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Rousse
lot, R-Calif., demand for the yeas and nays 
on the Bolling, D-Mo., motion to order the 
previous question on the adoption of the 
rule (H. Res. 1057), providing for House fioor 
consideration of the blll to promote full em
ployment, balanced growth and price stabil
ity by economic planning and employment 
programs. Motion agreed to 371-36 March 
8, 1978. Yes. 

95. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Adoption 
of the rul~ (H. Res. 1057) providing for 
House fioor consideration of the blll. 
Adopted 349-58: March 8, 1978. Yes. 

96. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Boll1ng, 
D-Mo., motion to table the Long, D-La., mo
tion to reconsider the vote adopting the rule 
providing for House fioor consideration of 
the bill. Motion agreed to 368-29: March 8, 
1978. Yes. 

97. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Hawkins, 
D-Callf., motion that the House resolve into 
the Committee of the Whole to consider the 
bill to promote full employment, balanced 
growth and price stab111ty. Motion agreed to 
364-32: March 8, 1978. Yes. 

98. Procedural Motion. Ashbrook, R-Ohlo, 
motion to approve the House Journal of 
Wedne.sday, March 8, 1978. Motion agreed to 
386-15: March 9, 1978. Yes. 

99. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Wright, 
D-Texas, amendments, to the Sarasin, R
Conn., amendments, to require the president, 
beginning with the third year after enact
ment of the blll, to include in his annual 
economic report goals for reasonable price 
stab111ty, and to formulate policies to re
duce tnfiation. Adopted 277-143: March 9, 
1978. Yes. 

100. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Jeffords, 
R-Vt., substitute amendment, to the Sare.sin, 
R-Conn., amendments, to require the presi
dent, beginning with the third year after 
passage of the bill, t<.i include in his annual 
economic report goals for reasonable price 
stabllity, and to formulate policies for the 
reduction of infiation; and to define reason-
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able price stabllity as reduction of inflation 
to 3 percent within five ye&rs of enactment. 
Rejected 198-223: March 9, 1978. No. 

101. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Jeffords, 
R-Vt., amendment to require the president's 
economic report to differentiate between em
ployment in the private and permanent pub
lic sector and employment in temporary pub
lic service programs. Adopted 239-177 March 
9, 1978. No. 

102. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Quie, R
Minn., amendment to include maintenance 
of farm income at 100 percent of parity at the 
marketplace among the goals of the presi
dent's economic report. Adopted 264-150 
March 9, 1978. Yes. 

103. HR 10982. First Budget Rescission, Fis
cal 1978. Passage of the bill to rescind $55,-
255,000 in fiscal 1978 appropriations: $40,-
200,000 in military assistance; $10,055,000 for 
the Federal Home Loan Ba)lk Board; and 
$5,000,000 in international peacekeeping ac
tivities. Passed 318-0 March 10, 1978. Yes. 

104. HR 6635. Retirement Bond Interest. 
Conable, R-N.Y., demand for a second on the 
IDlman, D-Oreg., motion to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill to allow the interest rates 
paid on U.S. retirement plan and individual 
retirement bonds to be increased to the rate 
paid on U.S. series E savings bonds. Second 
ordered 372-1 March 13, 1978. Yes. 

105. HR 7814. Federal Employees' Flexible 
Work Schedules. Solarz, D-N.Y., motion to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill to au
thorize federal agencies to experiment with 
fiexible and compressed work schedules. Mo
tion rejected 242-141 March 13, 1978. Yes. 

106. HR 10126. Federal Employees' Part
Tlme Employment. Schroeder, D-Colo., mo
tion to suspend the rules and pass the b111 
to establish a program to increase part-time 
career employment within the U.S. Civll 
service. Motion agreed to 294-84 March 13, 
1978. Yes. 

107. HR 9146. Postal service Changes. Han
ley, D-N.Y., motion to suspend the rules and 
pass the blll to provide for a one-house con
gressional veto within 60 days of proposed 
postal service changes submitted by the U.S. 
Postal Service. Motion agreed to 371-6 March 
13, 1978. Yes. 

108. H Res 1010. Judiciary Committee 
Funding. Ashbrook, R-Ohio, motion to re
commit the resolution to the House Admin
istration Committee with instructions to re
port it back with an amendment requiring 
that $300,000 of the $1,482,805 provided for 
the committee by the resolution for the re
mainder of the 95th Congress be earmarked 
for the committee's internal security func
tions. Motion rejected 161-216. March 13, 
19'78. No. 

109. H Res 956. Assassinations Committee 
Funding. Bauman, R-Md., motion to recom
mit the resolution to the House Administra
tion Committee with instructions to report it 
back with an amendment cutting funding for 
the committee to $600,000, from $2.5 million, 
and instructing the House Administration 
Committee to justify further funding for the 
Select Committee on Assassinations. Motion 
rejected 182-198. March 13, 1978. No. 

llO. H Res 956. Assassinations Committee 
Funding. Adoption of the resolution provid
ing $2.5 milllon for the activities of the House 
Select Committee on Assassinations for the 
remainder of the 95th Congress. Adopted 204-
175. March 13, 1978. Yes. 

111. Procedural Motion. Michel. R-Dl., de
mand for the yeas and nays on the Sisk, D
Callf., motion that the House dispense with 
further proceedings under the quorum call. 
Motion agreed to 331-72. March 14, 1978. Yes. 

ll2. Procedural Motion. Bauman, R-Md., 
motion that the House Journal for Monday, 
March 13, 1978, be read tn full. Motion re
jected 99-301. March 14, 1978. No. 

ll3. Procedural Motion. Foley, D-Wash., 
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motion to approve the House Journal for 
Monday, March 13, 1978. Motion agreed to 
371-29. March 14, 1978. Yes. 

ll4. Procedural Motion. Foley, D-Wash., 
motion to table the Edwards, R-Okla., motion 
to reconsider the previous vote. Motton agreed 
to 308-91. March 14, 1978. Yes. 

115. S 1671. Absaroka-Beartooth Wilderness. 
Johnson, R-Colo., demand for a second on the 
Roncalio, D-Wyo., motion to suspend the 
rules and pass the bill to designate 904,500 
acres of the Custer and Gallatin National 
Forests in Montana as the Absaroka-Bear
tooth Wllderness. Second ordered 380--20. 
March 14, 1978. Yes. 

116. HR 810. Government Oftl.cials' Travel 
Expenses. Conable, R-N.Y., demand for a sec
ond on the Ullman, D-Ore., motion to suspend 
the rules and pass the blll to permit private 
foundations to pay foreign travel expenses of 
government oftl.cials under certain circum
stances. Second ordered 387-2. March 14, 1978. 
Yes. 

117. HR 2028. Home Production of Beer and 
Wine. Conable, R-N.Y., demand for a second 
on the IDlman, D-Ore., motion to suspend 
the rules and pass the blll to permit individ
uals aged 18 and older to produce limited 
quantities of beer and wine for personal and 
famlly use without incurring excise taxes or 
penalties. Second ordered 388-3: March 14, 
1978. Yes. 

118. S 1671. Absaroka-Beartooth Wilder
ness. Roncallo, D-Wyo., motion to suspend 
the rules and pass the bill to include 904,500 
acres of national forest lands in the National 
Wllderness Preservation System and desig
nate it the Absaroka-Beartooth Wllderness. 
Motion agreed to 405-7: March 14, 1978. Yes. 

119. HR 810. Government Oftl.cials' Travel 
Expenses. Ullman, D-Ore., motion to suspend 
the rules and pass the blll to permit private 
foundations to pay foreign travel expenses 
of government oftl.cials under certain circum
stances. Motion agreed to 372-38: March 14, 
1978. Yes. 

120. HR 3813. Redwood Park Expansion. 
Adoption of the conference report on .the 
blll to provide for the immediate expansion 
of the Redwood National Park in northern 
California by 48,000 acres. Adopted 317-60 
March 14, 1978. Yes. 

121. Procedural Motion. Ashbrook, R-Ohlo, 
motion to approve the House Journal of 
Tuesday, March 14, 1978. Motion agreed to 
387-15 March 15, 1978. Yes. 

122. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Hawkins, 
D-Calif., motion that the House resolve into 
the Committee of the Whole to consider the 
bill to promote full employment, balanced 
growth and price stability. Motion agreed to 
380-19: March 15, 1978. Yes. 

123. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Ash
brook, R-Ohio, amendment to the Baucas, 
D-Mont., substitute for the Ashbrook amend
ment to the blll. The Ashbrook amendment 
to the Baucus substitute would provide alter
native language for the original Ashbrook 
amendment to the b111. Both Ashbrook 
amendments aimed to achieve a balanced 
federal budget within five years. Rejected 
205-215: March 15, 1978. Paired against. 

124. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Baucus, 
D-Mont., substitute, to the Ashbrook, R
Ohio, amendment, to declare that one of the 
purposes of the act is achievement of a bal
anced budget consistent with achievement 
of the unemployment goals enumerated in 
the blll. Adopted 411-3: March 15, 1978. Yes. 

125. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Hawkins, 
D-Callf., motion to end debate at 5:45 p.m. 
on Title I of the blll and all amendments 
thereto. Motion agreed to 237-170: March 15, 
1978. Yes. 

126. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Qule, 
R-Minn., amendment to make spec11led per
manent reductions in individual and corpo
rate taxes a medium-term goal to be included 
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in the first Economic Report submitted by 
the president following enactment of the 
b111. Rejected 194-216: March 15, 1978. No. 

127. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Hawkins, 
D-Ca.lif., motion that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole to further 
consider the b111 to promote full employment, 
balanced growth and price sta.b111ty. Motion 
agreed to 379--8: March 16, 1978. Yes. 

128. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Jeffords, 
R-Vt., amendment to make removal of archi
tectural barriers to the handicapped one of 
the explicit national priorities under the blll. 
Adopted 398-0: March 16, 1978. Yes. 

129. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Pike, D
N.Y., amendment to exclude from the meas
urement of unemployment used under the 
blll persons unemployed because of strikes, 
those who have been unemployed less than 
four weeks, those who have jobs waiting but 
for their own convenience a.re not ready to 
enter employment, those who are not seeking 
full-time work, and those who voluntarily 
left their la.st jobs. Rejected 199-204: March 
16, 1978. No. 

130. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Wig
gins, R-Ca.lif., motion to strike the enacting 
clause and thus kill the b111. Motion rejected 
106-310: March 16, 1978. No. 

131. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Ash
brook, R-Ohio, amendment to require the 
president, in carrying out the purposes of 
the . a.ct, to consider the impact of all the 
provisions of the U.S. Code and Code of 
Federal Regulations on the national economy. 
Rejected 114-296: March 16, 1978. Announced 
no. 

132. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Conable, 
R-N.Y., amendment, to the Rules Committee 
substitute to Title III of the bill, to permit 
the Joint Economic Committee to submit an 
amendment recommending economic goals 
to the first annual concurrent resolution on 
the budget, eliminating provisions that 
would permit the joint committee to report 
its own concurrent resolution ea.ch year. 
Adopted 259-153: March 16, 1978. Yes. 

133. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Bauman, 
R-Md., amendment to terminate the provi
sions of the a.ct Sept. 30, 1983, unless ex
tended beyond that date by a.ct of Congress. 
Rejected 196-216: March 16, 1978. Yes. 

134. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Quie, R
Minn., substitute for the bill to set a.s na
tional goals 4 percent unemployment and 3 
percent inflation rates, 100 percent of parity 
in fa.rm prices, a reduction in tax levels and 
a balanced federal budget; to prohibit use 
of public service jobs to meet the unemploy
ment goal; and to establish a. presidential 
task force on youth unemployment. Rejected 
137-276: March 16, 1978. No. 

135. HR 50. Full Employment Act. Passage 
of the bill to promote full employment, bal
anced growth and price sta.billty. Passed 
257-152: March 16, 1978. Yes. 

136. HR 11274. Middle-Income Student As
sistance. Erlenborn, R-Ill., demand for a. 
second on the Ford, D-Mich., motion to sus
pend the rules and pass the bill to expand 
educational grant and loan programs for 
middle-income students. Second not ordered. 
156-218: March 20, 1978. Y'es. 

137. H. Res. 996. International Relations 
Committee Funding. Adoption of the res
olution to provide $375,000 for the expenses 
of investigations and studies by the Inter
national Relations Subcommittee on Inter
national Organizations through Oct. 31, 1978. 
Adopted 367-13: March 20, 1978. Yes. 

138. HR 7700. Postal Service Act. Adop
tion of the rule (H Res 1078) providing for 
House floor consideration of the bill to re
organize the United States Postal Service. 
Adopted 387-0: March 20, 1978. Yes. 

139. H Res 1082. Aldo Moro Kidna.ping. 
Adoption of the resolution to condemn the 
terrorist kidnaping of former Italian Pre
mier Aldo Moro on March 16, 1978, and to 
express the sense of the House that the presi
dent press for consideration of antiterrorism 
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measures by the United Nations. Adopted 
398-0; March 21, 1978. Yes. 

140. HR 11518. Debt Limit Extension. Adop
tion of the rule (H Res 1092) providing for 
House floor consideration of the b111 to ex
tend the public debt limit. Adopted 314--80; 
March 21, 1978. Yes. 

141. HR 11518. Debt Limit Extension. Pas
sage of the bill to extend the public debt 
limit a.t its existing level of $752 billion 
through July 31, 1978. Passed 233-172; 
March 21, 1978. Yes. 

142. HR 11315. Campaign Financing. Adop
tion of the rule (H Res 1093) providing for 
House floor consideration of the bill to 
a.mend the Federal Election Campaign Act, 
la.st amended in 1976, and to permit a floor 
amendment on the public financing of House 
general election campaigns. Rejected 198-
209; March 21, 1978. Yes. 

143. HR 5383. Mandatory Retirement Age. 
Adoption of the conference report on the bill 
to amend the Age Discrimination in Employ
ment Act of 1967 to raise to 70, from 65, the 
age limit for protection of non-federal work
ers from age-based discriminatory practices, 
including mandatory retirement (except for 
certain high-level executives and tenured 
college and university faculty), and to elimi
nate the upper limit for most civ111a.n 
federal employees. Adopted 391-6; March 21, 
1978. Yes. 

144. HR 7700. Postal Service Act. C. Wilson, 
D-Ca.lif., motion that the House resolve into 
the Committee of the Whole to consider 
the bill to reorganize the United States 
Postal Service. Motion a.greed to 364-2; March 
21, 1978. Announced yes. 

145. H J Res 796. Disaster Relief Appro
priations, Fiscal 1978. Passage of the joint 
resolution to appropriate $300 million for the 
remainder of fiscal 1978 for disaster relief 
programs ca.used by the severe winter weather 
conditions throughout the country. Passed 
393-4; March 22, 1978. Yes. 

146. HR 9518. Shipping Act Amendmments. 
Adoption of the rule (H Res 1074) providing 
for House floor consideration of the bill to 
increase the penalties for illegal merchant 
marine rebating and to expedite the enforce
ment of the rebating laws. Adopted 365-33; 
March 22, 1978. Yes. 

147. HR 9518. Shipping Act Amendments. 
Murphy, D-N.Y., motion that the House re
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole 
to consider the bill to increase the penalties 
for illegal merchant marine rebating and to 
expedite the enforcement of the rebating 
laws. Adopted 376-0; March 22, 1978. Yes. 

148. HR 9518. Shipping Act Amendments. 
Passage of the bill to increase the penalties 
for illegal merchant marine rebating and to 
expedite the enforcement of the rebating 
laws. Passed 390-1; March 22, 1978. Yes. 

149. HR 6782. Emergency Farm Bill. Foley, 
D-Wash., motion to disagree with Senate 
amendments attaching emergency farm aid 
provisions to the House raisin promotion bill, 
and request a conference with the senate. 
Motion agreed to 332-63; March 22, 1978. 
Yes. 

150. HR 6782. Emergency Farm Bill. Foley, 
D-Wash., motion to table the Moore, D-La., 
motion to instruct House conferees to sup
port a. Senate amendment providing a. flexible 
parity program of graduated target prices 
for wheat, corn and cotton for 1978. Motion 
agreed to 224-167; March 22, 1978 . . Yes.e 

STRUTHERS HIGH SCHOOL WOM
EN'S BASKETBALL TEAM WINS 
CLASS AAA STATE CHAMPIONSHIP 

HON. CHARLES J. CARNEY 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. CARNEY. Mr. Speaker, on the 
weekend of March 31, 1978, the city of 
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Struthers, Ohio, was elated as over 3,000 
citizens turned out to greet the Struthers · 
High School Wildcats basketball t,eam ~ 
the 1978 class ~ girls' Ohio State 
champions. ' 

The Struthers Wildcats, cocaptained 
by Bonnie Beachy and Patty Fitzpatrick, 
defeated the Middletown High School 
girls' basketball team 53:..51 at St. John's 
Arena in Columbus, to win the Ohio State 
AAA girls' basketball championship. With 
23 straight wins and a 25-1 record, the 
Struthers team ended the season on a 
festive note, with a public celebration 
held on Sunday, April 1, 1978. 

At the Sunday post"'game rally, Mayor 
Centofante praised the team and pre
sented Wildcats' Head Coach Dick Prest 
with a city proclamation. In addition, 
Struthers High School was presented 
with a commemorative resolution by Ma
honing County Commissioner Tom Bar
rett. The Ohio General Assembly will 
present a commemorative resolution to 
individual team members. 

The team is cocaptained by two out
standing players. The first is Bonnie 
Beachy, who was elected most valuable 
player in the AAA tourney at Columbus. 
Cocaptain Patty Fitzpatrick was chosen 
for the all-tournament team. 

In their remarks, Beachy and Fitzpat
rick stressed that the Wildcats' success 
was due to a real team effort, and that 
the close-knit team spirit extends beyond 
the court, too. Becky Hanna, a team 
member, reflected this spirit when she 
commented: 

We're all friends. We all do things together. 
The love we have is genuine. 

In addition, the team was further hon
ored by a special school assembly. The 
Youngstown Vindicator of April 7, 1978, 
reported this event as follows: 

STRUTHERS GmLS FETED AT SCHOOL 

It was a. "banner day" today at Struthers 
High School as the newly-crowned State Class 
AAA girls' basketball champions were hon
ored during a. morning assembly. 

Trophies, banners and proclamations 
earned by the team during the sea.son were 
officially presented to the school. And the 
uniform worn by AU-Ohio Bonnie Beachy 
was retired. 

Head Coach Dick Prest and assistant coach 
Bill Minchin intrOduced players and made 
the presentations. 

Members of the team and their families 
along with several members of the Struthers 
girls' state championship tea.ms of 1925 and 
1926 were honored a.t a luncheon in the 
school cafeteria. 

I am proud of the Struthers Wildcats' 
accomplishment, and I am hopeful that 
their status as State champions will be 
maintained for many years to come. But 
just as important as the championship 
itself is the manner in which it was won. 
The Wildcats have established a repu
tation for their good sportsmanship that 
was recently commended in the Struth
ers Journal. The Wildcats are true 
champions in this respect as well. 

In addition to Beachy, Fitzpatrick, 
and Hanna, team members include 
Cheryl Simko, Lisa Laughner, Colleen 
Karnes, Paula Ringos, Diane Shirilla, 
Virginia D'Altorio, Jamira Ellis, Jackie 
Beachy, and Cathy Miller. The assistant 
coach is Bill Minchin. 

Mr. Speaker, the Wildcats' victory will 
serve to increase awareness of women in 
sports throughout the Mahoning Valley 
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and the entire State of Ohio. The 
acclaim surrounding the Wildcats' vic
tory indicates that women are quickly 
taking their rightful place alongside of 
their male counterparts in the sports 
world. Hopefully, Bonnie Beachy, Patty 
Fitzpatrick, and the other stellar team 
members will be given opportunities to 
continue playing basketball in college to 
further develop their excellent skills and 
sportsmanship. 

I join the residents of Struthers, Ohio, 
in congratulating each and every one of 
these women for their accomplishments 
and wishing them continued success in 
their sports career.• 

HATCH ACT REVISION 

HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been and continue to be opposed to re
peal of the Hatch Act and I believe the 
House acted in folly and haste when it 
passed H.R. 10 last summer. I am more 
than pleased to see that my view is sup
ported by one of the Nation's leading 
newspapers. The Washington Star, in an 
April 12 editorial, points out that Presi
dent Carter's proposed reform of the 
Civil Service system strengthens argu
ments against repeal of this law. The 
editorial, which I commend to my col
leagues, follows: 
(From the Washington St.al", Apr. 12, 1978] 

HATCH ACT REVISION 

President Carter's proposed reform of the 
Civil Service system already has produced 
one salutary development: it has strength
ened arguments against repeal of the Hatch 
Act's ban on political activity by federal 
workers. 

Opponents of Hatch Act revision have 
argued, and rightly so, that it could lead to 
politicization of the federal service. The 
danger would be compounded if it and the 
Civil service reorganization proposed by Mr. 
Carter both were enacted. 

The Hatch Act revision bill, which has 
passed the House and is before a committee 
in the Senate, would a.now federal workers 
to run for office, work in political campaigns, 
raise funds for candidates and perform other 
political chores. Polls have indicated that a 
majority of federal workers .want to keep the 
Hatch Act intact; rather tha.n regarding it a.s 
a.n unwarranted restriction on 'their activi
ties, they see it as a. protection against politi
cal coercion: 

President Carte.r's proposed overhaul of the 
Civil Service system is aimed at making it 
easier to fire incompetent federal employees 
and at making advancement in the federal 
service depend more on merit than time on 
the job. While there is much to commend 
Mr. Carte.r's approach, it would tend to make 
for less personal security in the federal serv
ice, especially at the top levels where the 
president would create an elite corps of man
agers called the Senior Executive Service. 

If removal of the Hatch Act ban on politi
cal activity were combined with the loosen
ing of job protection proposed under the 
Carter plan, it might well make the federal 
service as sen. Charles Mathias, R-Md., 
warned the other day, "the most partisan it's 
been since U.S. Grant." The existing Civil 
Service system, which removes most federal 
jobs from direct political infiuence, is an 
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outgrowth of the "spoils system" a.buses of 
the Grant a.nd other administrations of the 
19th Century. 

During a hearing before the Senate Gov
ernment Affairs committee, Sen. Charles 
Percy, R.-Ill., also expressed reservations 
about "moving the two (measures] together." 

We hope the committee chairman, Sen. 
Abraham Ribicoff, D-Conn., was right when 
he told opponents that they didn't have to 
worry about the Hatch Act revision because 
it "isn't going anywhere." But we're not all 
that confident that supporters of the Hatch 
Act revision bill, principally the unions and 
the White House, won't find a way to maneu
ver the bill to the Senate floor around Sena
tor Ribicoff's opposition. 

As Senator Percy pointed out, President 
carter could give his Civil Service reorganiza
tion plan a boost by pulling back on Hatch 
Act revision. We suspect that Mr. Carter is 
more interested in Civil Service reorganiza
tion than in Hatch Act revision. If so, we 
hope he got what seemed to be the clear 
message that reorganization and Hatch Act 
revision won't fly together.e 

A LASTING PEACE IN THE MIDDLE 
EAST 

HON. ROBERT K. DORNAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, as always, 
the first principle of our Nation's foreign 
policy ought to be that it be determined 
by what are our Nation's just, best in
terests. A genuine Middle East settlement 
to the express benefit of every nation 
concerned is certainly in our Nation's 
best interests, as it is to the best interests 
of peace and liberty everywhere. 

The most recent bilateral initiative to
ward a final settlement begun by Israel 
and Egypt has certainly had its peaks 
and valleys. However, having had the op
portunity to talk at length with key and 
participating officials of both sides, I sin
cerely believe that the quest for a mutu
ally beneficial settlement by both Israel 
and Egypt is a genuine one. 

What is alarming many informed Mid
dle East watchers at the moment is the 
apparent Midas-touch in reverse demon
strated by the Carter administration in 
the current Middle East negotiations. It 
is a Midas-touch in reverse, because 
everything the administration touches 
turns to failure. In the space of only 4 
months, the White House has succeeded 
in angering just about everyone with any 
stake in the current negotiations, wheth
er representing the side of the United 
Arab Republic or of Israel. 

An editorial in the Evening Outlook of 
Santa Monica, one of California's finer 
papers, provides an excellent analysis of 
the current problems Middle East peace
makers are having with the White House. 
Although dated March 27, the editorial 
is characteristically prescient. I encour
age all of my colleagues to read it, and 
pass along the good word to any friends 
any of us might have in the administra
tion. 

The editorial follows: 
CARTER'S SURRENDER 

The following editorial supports Israel's 
position in the stalled Middle East peace 
talks. 
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Our conclusion that Israel is not acting 

irresponsibly-as is suggested by the Carter 
administration-is based in part on infor
mation assimilated by editor R. D. Funk 
during a recent 10-day tour of Israel. Funk 
was. in the country when terrorists massa
cred 35 civilians on the road north of Tel 
Aviv. 

We feel our readers should know, hOw
ever, that the tour Funk participated in 
was sponsored by the American Zionist 
Federation. About 40 American news rep
resentatives were on the tour. As a result 
of the federation sponsorship, the cost to 
the participants was about half of what it 
would have been if each individual had paid 
regular rates for airfare, hotels and meals. 

We ask our readers to accept our state
ment that this reduced cost has not in
fluenced our decision to support Israel in 
the current dispute. Over the past several 
years, we have consistently believed Israel 
must retain defensible borders if she is to 
survive. 

It's becoming increasingly clear that the 
blame for the breakdown in the Middle East 
peace talks rests squarely with the Carter 
Administration-and not with Prime Min
ister Mena.chem Begin. 

What has happened, we believe, is that 
President Carter has scrapped the traditional 
United States interpretation of United Na
tions Resolution 242 in favor of the Soviet
Arab interpretation. This resolution was 
adopted by the United Nations in 1967 fol
lowing Israel's stunning military successes 
in capturing the Golan Heights from Syria, 
the West Bank from Jordan and the Sinai 
Desert from the Egyptians. 

It called for "withdrawal of Israel's armed 
forces from territories occupied in the re
cent conflict." But it also said that Israel 
was entitled to "secure and recognized 
boundaries." 

Since 1967, the Soviet Union and the Arab 
states-and more recently, the Palestine 
Liberation Organization-have claimed that 
the resolution meant Israel should with
draw "all" her armed forces from "all" her 
occupied territories. The United States, Is
rael and other allied nations have argued 
successfully over the years that omission 
of the word "all" and "the" from the reso
lution gives Israel room to negotiate for "se
cure and recognized boundaries." 

In other words, the resolution, which the 
U.S. helped write, didn't attempt to force 
Israel to return to her traditional (and im
placable) enemies those areas from which 
they had shelled Israeli civilians and 
launched terrorist raids into Israeli terri
tory. 

Now, apparently, President Carter has told 
Begin that the old ground rules no longer 
apply-that as a price for continued U.S. 
military and moral support, Israel must re
linquish control over much of the territory 
she considers to be absolutely vital to her 
safety. 

This constitutes a major change in U.S. 
policy in the Mideast. We think it means 
that the Carter administration has lost con
trol of events and is desperately trying to 
appease the Arabs and head off another oil 
price increase. 

Saudi Arabia already has warned the 
United States that there soon may be a new 
oil price increase because of the declining 
value of the American dollar. The long slide 
in the dollar value has been due in large part, 
of course, to the unchecked flow of American 
dollars into foreign banks-principally into 
accounts of the oil-rich Arab states. This 
outfiow of dollars for energy to keep our 
economy going is the direct result of the 
Carter administration's inability to deal with 
the energy crises in this country-to formu
late a plan that will permit us to develop 
our own fossil fuel resources, to move a.head 
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with nuclear power, to bring on line more 
solar power, and to conserve our present 
resources. 

As long as we have no strong domestic 
energy policy-a policy that will relieve us 
of dependency on foreign oil imports-the 
Arab nations can call the tune on events in 
the Middle East. And we think that ls pre
cisely why the Middle East peace talks are 
stalemated, and why they may collapse. 

We can be sure that Egyptian President 
Anwar Sadat didn't initiate peace talks with 
Israel ever dreaming that Israel would give 
up the Golan Heights, the West Bank and 
the Israeli settlements in the Sinai Desert. 
He came to the Knesset saying, in effect, let's 
trade: The Palestinians need more autonomy, 
you need your security; both of us need 
peace. There's a middle ground somewhere. 

Now, however, the Carter administration 
is telling Israel that this isn't a glve-and
take matter-that the Israeli government will 
have to do all the gl ving. 

Palestine Liberation Organization leader 
Yasser Arafat must be rubbing his bloodied 
hands together with glee. 

Instead of helping the cause of peace in 
the Middle East, the president has seriously 
endangered it. 

we think the Carter policy vis-a-vis Israel 
constitutes a surrender of the vital interests 
of both countries. We hope Mr. Carter recog
nizes this before it ls too late.e 

ILLICIT DRUG IN SCHOOLS 

HON. W. G. (BILL) HEFNER 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

•Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, as many 
of my colleagues may remember, during 
the last Congress I sponsored legislation 
to combat one of the most serious prob
lems facing our country and our 
schools-the increasing use of illicit 
drugs by our young people. In some 
schools the problem is reaching critical 
proportions, and I am again introducin.g 
this important measure in hopes that it 
will be acted upon quickly. 

The very worst habit anybody can ever 
acquire is the use of drugs as a means 
of escaping from reality. Drugs all too 
often doom the lives of those young peo
ple who use them and rob the families 
of the drug users of their happiness and, 
in a large measure, of their hopes and 
dreams for their children. 

Drug use which was once confined to 
the "street culture" has already become 
a feature of college life in our country 
and is increasing in our high schools. 
Now, even our elementary schools are 
being invaded by illicit drugs. Few 
schools are immune to the problem. 

A part of this problem, and ample 
evidence exists to show it, is that many 
drugs are sold by nonstudents or other 
individuals who come onto school 
grounds or hang around school neigh
borhoods to supply their student cus
tomers. This is a cause of concern among 
law enforcement officers, school adminis
trators, teachers, and parents. I share 
their concern. 

I think we have to come to the realiza
tion that people who sell drugs to our 
young people are criminals and should 
be treated accordingly. I personally be-
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lieve that the selfish individuals who 
traffic drugs should be given the harshest 
punishment the law knows. 

Our main legal tool against the drug 
problem, the Controlled Substances Act 
of 1970, already provides penalties for 
persons who illegally distribute or dis
pense controlled substances. Further
more, the act goes on to double these 
penalties for individuals selling drugs to 
persons under 21 years of age. This of 
course begins to deal with the problem 
of drugs in our schools. 

The legislation I am introducing again 
today should carry this effort further. 
This bill would supplement the provi
sions of the Controlled Substances Act 
to identify specifically the problem of 
drugs being sold on or adjacent to school 
property and provide mandatory sen
tences !or individuals convicted of this 
offense. I hope this will be a strong tool 
which will go directly to the problem 
of drug pushers in our schools. 

More specifically, this bill says that a 
person, 18 years of age or older, who vio
lates the Controlled Substances Act by 
manufacturing, distributing, or dispens
ing a controlled substance on or within 
100 feet of the grounds of a public or 
private elementary or secondary school 
will receive certain additional penalties. 
Differing from the Controlled Sub
stances Act, this bill prescribes a mini
mum as well as a maximum sentence. 
Further additional penalties are pre
scribed for second or subsequent convic
tions of the same offense. The bill also 
provides that these sentences may not be 
suspended and that probation may not 
be granted. Persons sentenced under this 
proposed law would not be eligible for 
parole until serving at least the mini
mum sentence prescribed by the bill. 

The purpose of this bill is to deal with 
those persons who have no business in 
or around our schools except to sell drugs 
to students. I realize that the bill does 
not extend to the problem of drug traffic 
among the students themselves. And I 
understand that this too is a real and 
serious problem, but these matters are 
generally handled by school officials in 
cooperation with local law enforcement 
agencies. In addition, a harsh attitude 
toward outside drug pushers would not 
only be a warning to the student pusher, 
it would also go a long way toward dry
ing up these students sources of illicit 
drugs. 

I feel that an important part of this 
bill is that provision for mandatory sen
tences for violators. This harsh step is 
necessary because all too of ten the courts 
have failed to provide the necessary sen
tences for drug pushers. A questionnaire 
I recently distributed to my constituents 
showed that 53 percent of the respond
ents feel lenient courts are the principle 
cause of rising crime. And 96 percent of 
them feel that mandatory sentences for 
serious crimes, including drug violations, 
are a necessary step to deal with the 
crime problem. I believe the citizens of 
this country are calling for action. 

I have consulted with law enforcement 
officers, educators, and parents in my dis
trict and State about the drug problem 
and possible solutions. I believe these 
concerned and involved people are in 
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support of the bill I am introducing to
day. In fact, the attorney general of 
North Carolina has informed me that he 
would welcome such legislation as an aid 
to local and State efforts to deal with the 
problem of drugs in our schools. 

I am certainly not interested in involv
ing the Federal Government any more 
than it already is in the affairs of our 
schools, nor do I want to interfere with 
the work of our State and local law en
forcement bodies, which, after all, are 
the front line in the war on crime of all 
sorts. This bill is not an intrusion into 
our schools or local law enforcement, but 
it is another tool, to be used where ap
propriate, to assist with the problem of 
drugs.• 

"PERSPECTIVES ON PROTECTION
ISM," MONNETT CRYSTALIZES 
THE VIEW 

HON. JOSEPH M. GAYDOS 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, the De
partment of Commerce recently an
nounced the United States sustained a 
massive trade deficit of $4.5 billion in 
February-the 21st consecutive month 
our trade balance has been in the red. 

Shocking? Yes. Surprising? No. It is 
merely the latest statistic to reflect the 
steady decline of the United States in 
world trade. A decade ago, the United 
States was the champion in that arena. 
Today it is just another struggling 
gladiator. 

I submit one reason for this develop
ment is the traditional position of die
hard "free traders" and "protectionists" 
who have become an anachronism, re
fusing to recognize the international 
trade world of today is not what it was 
100, 50, or 10 years ago. 

Both concepts are out of step with 
time. A. A. Monnett, Jr., vice president of 
corporate planning for U.S. Steel Corp., 
demonstrated this in a recent speech be
fore a seminar on the "Financial Stra
tegies for Multinational Corporations" 
in Chicago, Ill. 

Mr. Monnett contends the terms "free 
trader" and "protectionist" are artificial 
and emotional, having no place in a 
thoughtful analysis of the trade prob
lems confronting the Nation today. Both 
positions are extreme and fail to include 
a key factor which, he believes, must be 
considered in formulating national trade 
policy. 

Mr. Monnett recalls that while trade 
and/ or tariff barriers were being lowered 
over the world and the economies of 
Western Europe and Japan were growing 
in sophistication and capability "a di
vergent political trend passed virtually 
unnoticed." 

This trend consisted, Mr. Monnett ob
served, of the United States remaning 
committed to the market system for its 
economy, while its major free world part
ners increasingly brought government 
into direct or indirect management of 
industrial affairs. He used Japan and its 
steel industry to illustrate his point. 
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Steel, Mr. Monnett explained, is a 
world commodity with no secrets as to 
production. Raw materials, equipment, 
technology are available to any nation. 
But, steel is the critical industrial mate
rial for any manufacturing economy, he 
emphasized, and every nation must be 
concerned about its supply to support its 
industrial economy and to sustain its 
growth. 

Japan early recognized the essentia.lity of 
steel and the economic policymakers selected 
it as a. "target" industry. It was to be devel
oped as rapidly as possible, a.long with some 
basic consuming industries, such as ship
building and automobiles, to capture a. large 
share of the world markets. 

The objective was to build an industrial 
base to utilize available manpower, help 
domestic industrial growth and through 
export earnings accumulate foreign ex
change to purchase raw materials and 
other imports. 

It takes money to build an industry so 
the Japanese Government backed com
mercial bank loans to the industry on a 
degree impossible for American pro
ducers to match in the private market. 
Because of the Government's support, 
Japan's steel production rose from 5 mil
lion tons in 1950 to 131 million tons in 
1973. Last year it produced 113 million 
tons; yet its own economy could con
sume ·just 72 million tons. 

To solve the problem of capacity far 
outstripping domestic demand, the Gov
ernment turned to exporting its excess 
steel. In fact, Mr. Monnett notes, ex
ports accounted for nearly two-thirds of 
steel growth in Japan during the last 
decade. 

The fixed interest on debt, combined 
with a social policy of lifelong employ
ment meant the Japanese steel industry 
had to have an extremely high break
even point. Production had to be main
tained at a high level even if it meant 
selling steel at any price. Japan's steel
makers, Mr. Monnett points out, cannot 
show a profit unless they operate at full 
capacity. In exporting its steel, Japan, of 
necessity, also was exporting unemploy
ment in the industry. 

Mr. Monnett emphasizes it must be 
remembered, Japan's steel industry from 
the start was, and remains today, a crea
ture of government. The country had 
no particular comparative advantage to 
be a major steel producer. It has no 
domestic iron ore, coal, oil, or gas, and 
technology was purchased. The industry 
would have had little capital if it were 
not for Government intervention. 

Mr. Monnett asked: 
Where is the natural and permanent com

parative advantage (upon which the concept 
of free trade is based) that free traders would 
have us believe justifies accepting unlimited 
and unctmtrolled amounts of Japanese steel 
into our markets? 

The government's management of the 
steel industry in Japan so grossly dis
torted conditions of competition with 
the United States that the traditional 
basis for formulaing trade policy can 
no longer be applied, the U.S. steel official 
believes. 

As a matter of fact, he states, competi
tion with a government-managed steel 
industry abroad has forced the American 
steel industry to turn to its Government, 
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which has intervened in the industry's 
affairs. In essence then, he says, the U.S. 
market system is eroded as a direct con
sequence of the political and economic 
policies of foreign nations. And, Mr. 
Monnett warns, one wave of Government 
intervention in industry leads to other 
waves in other industries. 

The United States, he insists, must 
recognize the change in the world's eco
nomic system and strengthen and en
force its laws on injurious and predatory 
import practices and revise provisions of 
GATT to provide adequate and effective 
safeguards against domestic market dis
ruptions. 

Mr. Monnett observes we can neither 
be protectionists or supporters of the old 
theory of free trade in viewing the world 
economy of today. 

... This issue ... is now at the heart of the 
most crucial issue of all, the ability of 
America and its market system to co-exist, 
prosperously, with the new and different 
economic systems of friendly sovereign na
tions throughout the world 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Monnett admits he 
has no solution to the problem but he 
has crystalized the futility of the out
moded debate of "free trade" versus 
"protectionism." He has given all of us 
food for thought.• 

SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT 
ON HUMPHREY-HAWKINS 

HON. AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

•Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, on 
March 16, 1978, my colleagues made 
crystal clear the determination of this 
Congress to attain full employment and 
reasonable price stability by overwhelm
ingly voting for passage of H.R. 50, the 
Full Employment and Balanced Growth 
Act of 1978. The vote, 257-152, shows a 
national consensus for enactment of the 
policies and programs set forth by the 
Humphrey-Hawkins bill, and serves as 
an encouragement for early Senate ac
tion. 

Many efforts have been made to either 
confuse or minimize the significance of 
the gains made during floor considera
tion of the measure, and in order to set 
the record straight, I urge my colleagues 
to read the following informed account 
of the Floor activities on H.R. 50, a brief 
analysis of the provisions of the bill and 
related grassroots support activities. 

The insertion follows: 
HUMPHREY-HAWKINS BILL PASSES HOUSE 

SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT 

Thursday, March 16, 1978 marked an im
portant day in the history of efforts to 
achieve a full employment economy in the 
United States. On that day, proving all the 
pundits wrong, the U.S. House of Represent
atives passed the Humphrey-Hawkins Full 
Employment and Balanced Growth Act over
whelmingly by a vote of 257-152. During 
four days of debate, the Full Employment 
Bill supporters were successful, in a series 
of record and non-record votes, in turning 
back amendments designed to weaken the 
legislation. 

As the focus of attention moves to the 
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Senate, it is important to assess the progress 
which has been made, particularly in light 
of continuing attempts to minimize the sig
nificance of the gains. 

The House of Representatives began debate 
on March 8th on the Humphrey-Hawkins 
bill, described by Business Week magazine 
as one which "puts the nation's unemploy
ment problem squarely at the center of eco
nomic policymaking for years to come," a 
bill which the chief New York Times eco
nomic correspondent described as "estab
lish(ing) targets for economic activity and 
jobs involving a. degree of specificity the na
tion has never known before." 

That was the bill which was presented to 
the House of Representatives for action, and 
that was the bill which, with some refine
ments, was passed by the overwhelming 
margin. Opponents of the Full Employment 
Act, seeing the extent of support which the 
bill had received a.cross the nation as people 
became more familiar with its provisions, de
cided not to make a head-on attack on H.R. 
50, but instead to subvert the bill's purpose 
of achieving full employment with price sta
bility by trying to write in other economic 
policies which could be used as distractions 
from the primary full employment goal. 

H.R. 50 ANTI-INFLATION PROVISIONS 

This was a clever strategy, but, unfortun
ately for its proponents, one which the House 
saw through, and one which the public will 
see through as well. The strategy was to 
introduce amendments labeled as "anti-in
flation" amendments, a "permanent" tax cut 
amendment, and anti-government regula
tions amendments. The strategy of those 
offering these amendments was that anyone 
who voted against them could be called "for 
inflation", "against a balanced budget'', 
"against tax cuts" and "for government reg
ulation". 

The distinction is crucial. Take, for in
stance, the question of inflation. The Full 
Employment and Balanced Growth Act con
tains the strongest program for price sta
bility yet put forth during the current 
debate. But price stability is to be achieved 
at the same time as unemployment is 
lowered. rather than, as was done by the 
past two Administrations, maintaining high 
unemployment in the belief that it would 
keep inflation low. 

Thus, When Congressman Ronald Sara.sin 
(R-Conn.) offered an amendment to set a 
specific target for inflation in the Full Em
ployment Act, he was offering a proviSll.on 
which could be used by economic policy
makers in the future as an excuse for not 
implementing full employment policies. In
stead Congressnum James Wright (D-Tex.), 
the Majority Leader of the House, offered an 
anti-infiatiou amendment which made clear 
that price stability is to be achieved through 
policies which begin by focusing on achieving 
full employment. Wright's amendment was 
approved by the House by a vote of 277-143. 

A BALANCED BUDGET AND BALANCED GROWTH 

Similarly, an amendment designed to make 
a balanced budget a primary goal of national 
policy, introduced by Congressman John 
Ashbrook (R-Ohio), was soundly defeated. in 
favor of an amendment by Congressman 
Butler Derrick (D-S.C.) and Congressman 
Max Baucus (D-Mont.), which made clear 
that a. balanced budget was to be achieved 
through full employment policies. As more 
people work, more pay taxes, the government 
spends less on unemployment and other 
social insurance programs, and we move the 
nation toward a balanced Federal budget. 

After the House had firmly rejected the 
effort to confuse the purpose of the Full 
Employment Act, and had instead adopted 
merely clarifying amendments, Congressman 
Charles Wiggins (R-Calif.) offered a motion 
to strike the entire b111, thereby killing it 
for the Session. He argued that the b111 had 
been weighted down with amendments and 
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was like a Christmas tree and should there
fore be killed. The House's resounding re
sponse to that contention was "no" by a vote 
of 106 to 310. Yet at least one commentator 
has tried to make the Wiggins effort into a 
major condemnation of the bill. 

Those who remember the days, several 
years back, when the "experts" laughed 
when we said that Congress was going to 
pass a Full Employment bill, oan now smile 
at the victory won in the House. Yet we must 
be clear-eyed that we still face a hurdle in 
getting the bill passed by the Senate, and 
we must always recognize that the Full Em
ployment bill is the first step in pursuing 
full employment policies. The Administration 
must develop and implement the specific 
economic policies which will achieve full em
ployment. It must look at every economic 
decision, every program, and tell us how each 
policy and program will move the nation 
toward full employment. With the resound
ing victory of the 257-152 vote in the House 
current, the Administration should begin 
the specific full employment policies. 

Persons around the country must begin 
a campa.lgn of support for the passage of 
the Full Employment bill by the Senate. 
Prospects are good for passage, and public 
support of the bill, and particularly opposi
tion to weakening amendments, is necessary 
for final enactment. Full Senate action is 
expected in June. 

WHAT THE RECENTLY PASSED HUMPHREY
HA WKINS BILL DOES 

1. Recommits the Federal Government to 
the goal of creating conditions that assure 
meaningful employment to all who are able, 
wllling, and seeking employment opportu
nities. The bill mandates interim goals to
wards this end, and provides for the avall
abllity of better jobs, training programs, op
portunities for promotion and better job 
security. 

2. Provides for the comprehensive integra
tion of our fiscal and monetary policies and 
programs with structural programs to assist 
disadvantaged groups and reduce inflation. 

3. Requires the President to set forth an
nual anti-inflation goals and to detail the 
policies and programs needed to reach rea
sonable price stability and full employment. 
The bill rejects the discredited "trade off" 
theory, which encouraged slowing down the 
economy to help promote price stability. 

4. Provides for a coordinated and demo
cratic economic policy decision-making proc
ess for the Federal Government. Requires 
annual and long-term projections to be made 
by the President and the Federal Reserve 
Board, and to be reviewed by the Congress. 
We would no longer have to react to one cri
sis situation after another (such as energy, 
food, recessions, etc.). 

5. Specifies an interim numerical target 
for the reduction of unemployment to 4 per
cent overall within 5 years. This replaces the 
unacceptable notion that 6 percent unem
ployment, or higher, is "tolerable unemploy
ment". 

6. Establishes the Federal Government as 
the employer of last resort. It is possible that 
the last resort jobs may not be needed at all 
or only in limited amounts if the right poli
cies and programs are undertaken. 

7. Provides for the bedrock commitment 
of reducing the high unemployment levels of 
certain groups in the labor force (youth, mi
norities, women, elderly, veterans, and the 
handicapped) to the national average on an 
eqUitable and nondiscriminatory basis. 

A full employment society provides: Better 
jobs, security and working conditions for the 
employed; meaningful jobs for the unem
ployed; markets for businessmen and farm
ers; lower taxes as a result of less welfare 
and more revenues from productive activi
ties; more goods and services as reasonable 
prices for consumers; and less crime, social 
disease, and civil disorders. 

A LOOK AT THE VOTE ON FINAL PASSAGE 
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H.R. 50 was passed by the House of Repre

sentatives on March 16, 1978, by a vote of 257 
to 152. 

The vote showed a national consensus for 
the enactment of the full employment blll, 
with votes from 42 states, including every 
state in the deep South and 24 Republicans, 
joining 233 Democrats from all over the coun
try, in a resounding majority decision. 
FULL EMPLOYMENT NATIONAL SUPPORT GROUPS 

AFL-CIO. 
Economy Policy Committee, AFL-CIO. 
Industrial Union Dpt., AFL-CIO. 
Building and Construction Union Dpt., 

AFL-CIO. 
United Auto Workers. 
National Farmers Union. 
United Farm Workers of America, AFL-CIO. 
National Association for the Advancement 

of Colored People. 
National Urban League. 
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights. 
A. Phillip Randolph Institute. 
Congressional Black Caucus. 
Mexican American Political Assoc. 
G.I.Forum. 
National Congress of Hispanic American 

Citizens. 
National Council of Churches. 
U.S. Catholic Conference. 
United Presbyterian Church. 
American Jewish Committee. 
National Council of Negro Women. 
Coalition of Labor Union Women. 
Full Employment Action Council. 
National Conference on Public service 

Employment. 
National Women's Political Caucus. 
U.S. Conference of Mayors. 
National Association of Counties. 
National Education Association. 
National Council of Senior Citizens. 
National Association of Social Workers. 
National Federation of settlements a.nd 

Neighborhood Centers. 
Americans for Democratic Action. 
American Federation of Teachers. 
COMMENTS ON THE FULL EMPLOYMENT BILL 

Hoba.rt Rowen--Chief economic writer for 
the Washington Post; "There is much more 
than meets the eye in the compromise 
Humphrey-Hawkins "full employment" blll 
. . . the vigor of the attack on this latest 
Humphrey-Hawkins version should suggest 
to the careful observer that the proposal 
would, in fa.ct, have an impact on the econ
omy and the way economic policy is made 
... Complying with the timetables would 
not be optional ... The Humphrey-Hawkins 
bill, as it emerges now, with Carter's coopera
tion, is worthwhile." 

Charles C. Killingsworth-University Pro
fessor, Economics and La.bar, Michigan State 
Univ.; " ... the Humphrey-Hawkins Full 
Employment Bill represents the straight line 
between two points. I believe that the ap
proach set forth in this bill would a.ctiva te 
a multiplicity of efforts in government <:1.nd in 
the private sector which would give us a 
fairer society, a more compassionate society, 
a sounder society, and even a more prosper
ous society." 

Bishop James Rausch-General Secretary 
U.S. Catholic Conference; "What hap-pens 
to a nation that begins to accept the notion 
that it cannot use the talents and labor of 
all its people? What happens to us as a peo
ple as we watch families which have made 
the slow and painful climb up the economic 
ladder, only to be pushed down a.gain into 
poverty by the loss of a job?" 

The National Council of Churches in the 
U.S.A.-"We commit ourselves to the task 
of shaping a national policy of full employ
ment which would provide the hopes for a 
better and more productive life for ourselves, 
our families a.nd our neighbors. We call upon 
the Federal Government to make full em
ployment the nation's number one priority." 

April 13, 1978 
Clayton Fritchey-Editorialist/Journalist; 

"The Humphrey-Hawkins bill, as intrOduced 
was based on the sound proposition that no 
matter how costly it is to put people to work, 
it is far more costly and wasteful to pay them 
not to work, as we do now with unemploy
ment compensation and other benefits that 
run into many billions of dollars." 

Carl Rowan-Editorialist/ J oumalist; "It 
does something very important: It estab
lishes the right of all Americans to a useful 
job at fair wages. We have never before had 
such a specific national commitment . . . 
You ought to understand what I am sure 
Jimmy Carter understands: While the com
promise gives the President some flexibility, 
he cannot change the 4 percent goal without 
Congressional agreement . . . I hope the 
Congress passes (the Humphrey-Hawkins 
bill)."• 

RECOGNITION OF PRESIDENTIAL 
COURAGE 

HON. PAUL FINDLEY 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, a recent 
article in the Christian Science Moni
tor by Joseph C. H1;1.rsch recognizes the 
courage displayed by President Jimmy 
Carter in taking actions unpopular with 
some segments of American public opin
ion, actions clearly in the best interests 
of the United States as a whole. The 
American people can benefit from the 
perceptive analysis contained in Mr. 
Harsch's article, and I include it in the 
RECORD: 

THE MAKING OF A PRESIDENT 

(By Joseph C. Harsch) 
Just two weeks after President Carter be

came the first American President since the 
days of Dwight Eisenhower to say a firm 
"no" to Israel he startled Washington again 
by defying the Greek lobby . 

No president would challenge either the 
supporters of Israel or the supporters of 
Greece if he thought he could avoid doing 
it. Israel enjoys the support in Washington 
of probably the strongest and most effective 
organization ever mobilized there on behalf 
of a foreign country. The Greek lobby con
trols nothing like the number of votes in 
Congress that Israel's friends can muster, 
but it probably ranks with Italian, Irish, and 
Polish lobbies in the second rank. 

Cextainly no president would want to dis
appoint both the Jewish and Greek com
munities at the same time, particularly if he 
was also trying to round up the votes neces
sary to carry his controversial Panama Canal 
treaties through to ratification in the Senate. 

The fa.ct that Mr. Carter did take steps dis
tressing to Israel's friends and bitterly op
posed by the Greeks, and within two weeks 
of time and while the Panama treaties are 
still in danger, shows how much importance 
he attaches to the steps he did take. One 
was to make clear to Israeli Prime Minister 
Begin his profound disappointment over Mr. 
Begin's response to the Sadat peace initia
tive. The other was the decision to ask Con
gress to lift the three-year embargo on the 
sale of American weapons to Turkey. 

Political expediency would have counseled 
Mr. Carter to put off any confrontation with 
either the Israeli or Greek lobby at least 
until after he had had his final test in the 
Senate on the Panama treaties. 

Obviously, Mr. Carter thinks that the last 
best chance for peace in the Middle East will 
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be lost unless Mr. Begin becomes more re
sponsive to Mr. Sadat. And obviously, he 
thinks it essential to the welfare of the 
NATO alliance that the delivery of weapons 
to Turkey be resumed even though Turkey 
clings to a larger share of the island of 
Cyprus than most neutral onlookers think 
is fair or reasonable. 

Here then are two cases where Mr. Carter 
ha.s done what he believes to be in the best 
long-term interests of the United States re
gardless of immediate and inevitable short 
te!m disapproval by important and influen
tial blocs of Americans. He is saying "no" to 
a lot of Americans with real political influ
ence and real future voting power. 

No president likes to have to do unpopular 
things. Mr. Carter did virtually no unpopular 
thing during his first year in omce. He did 
all sorts of things which were immediately 
popular with the groups who obtained short
term benefits. 

One of his first deeds was to raise White 
House salaries (extravagantly, in my opin
ion). That deed is coming home to roost now. 
It makes it ditlicult for him to oppose price 
and wage rises. Then he pleased a bigger 
chunk of Americans by agreeing to a rise in 
the minimum wage, and more by raising pay
roll taxes to support social security. He went 
along with higher farm price supports, and 
with import controls. 

Every one of these actions was popular with 
some group of citizens, and every one wa.s in
flationary. Mr. Carter's first year was marked 
by permissiveness. He wa.s the good guy who 
liked to say yes, and almost never said no. 
And it was not a year of spectacular success. 

No one likes to say no, particularly a presi
dent who wants to be reelected. But it is a 
safe rule that by and large the great presi
dents are the ones who have done the hard, 
the ditlicult, the dangerous things which they 
would much rather not have done. 

We cannot know yet whether Mr. Carter 
will from now on do many more things which 
he thinks ought to be done no matter how 
unpopular with some one or another im
portant segment of the American population. 
But he ha.s dared to disappoint two powerful 
constituencies and-so far-no roof ha.s 
fallen in. And we do know that the inflation 
rate is dangerously high and that it will go 
higher unless Mr. Carter embarks upon a con
sistent anti-inflation program. 

Presidents Nixon and Ford underestimated 
the momentum of inflation. Mr. Carter has 
obviously done the same. He is now the third 
president in line who has faced inflation and 
been unable to manage it. This is his mo
ment at Armageddon. Can he learn to say no, 
and make it stick? If he does he can still be 
a successful president. If he does not, he will 
probably be just another one-term president. 
We may be watching the turning point in his 
presidency right now.e 

CONGRATULATORY MESSAGE TO 
LOCAL 599 HONOREES 

HON. DALE E. KILDEE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
take this opportunity to commend six 
persons who have distinguished them
selves with 20 years each of service as 
elected union officials from UAW Local 
599, which serves the workers of the 
Buick Motor Division plant in Flint, 
Mich. Special recognition also is being 
given three others. 

Local 599 is one of the Nation's oldest 
UAW locals, receiving its charter on 
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January 10, 1939, only 2 years after the 
sitdown strikes in Flint that led to the 
birth of the UAW-CIO. It has a long his
tory of strong local leadership, and an
nually honors those elected union offi
cials who have 20 or more years of elect
ed service. The honorees receive the 
Walter P. Reuther Distinguished Serv
ice Award, which is an appropriate 
honor to be given in the name of the 
man who devoted his life to helping 
others obtain social justice and enjoy a 
better life. 

Members of the United Auto Workers 
can take pride in the knowledge of be
longing to a progressive union that is 
universally recognized for its social 
leadership as well as for its dedication 
to the well-being of its members. 

I am proud to bring to the attention 
of my colleagues this year's winners of 
the Walter P. Reuther Distinguished 
Service Award from UAW Local 599. The 
honorees for 20 years of elected service 
as union officials are Danny D. Sain, 
Stan Marshall, Charles L. Weaver, John 
Neilson, Robert Dallas, and Lyman 
Turner. Mr. Sain is president of the 
Greater Flint CAP Council, former 
chairman of the Genesee County Dem
ocratic Party, former president of the 
Beecher Board of Education, and the 
1975 recipient of the Liberty Bell Award 
from the Genesee County Bar Associa
tion. 

A Walter P. Reuther Distinguished 
Service Award for community involve
ment also will be presented to Robin B. 
Owens by recommendation of local 599, 
and a special local 599 award will be 
presented to Lloyd and Mary Eckenrod 
for their involvement in retiree affairs. 

All will be presented their awards at 
local 599's third annual retirees' ban
quet on Sunday, April 16, 1978, in 
Flint.• 

SECRET NEGOTIATIONS 

HON. BARBER B. CONABLE, JR. 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, during 
the course of the campaign President 
Carter frequently indicated his belief in 
open government, or government in the 
sunshine. Last April when he proposed 
his national energy plan, and frequently 
since, he has also indicated his strong 
support for the rapid development of 
solar energy. Given that we apparently 
have a heliophile as President it is dll!i
cult to imagine how the natural gas 
pricing issue has been drawn into the 
shadows, into secret behind-closed-doors 
White House negotiations. 

If the press reports are true, then yes
terday and again today the President and 
his chief energy adviser are closeted with 
a select band of Members from the ma
jority party in sessions which will pre
sumably determine the fate of those that 
use as well as produce natural gas. 

There is no need for these negotiations 
to be conducted in secret. They should 
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be out in the open. In the words of then 
candidate Carter: 

Meetings of federal boards, commissions, 
and regulatory agencies must be open to the 
public, along with those of congressional 
committees. (The only exception should be 
those actually involving narrowly defined 
national security, those dealing with 
unproven charges similar to grand jury pro
ceedings, and those whose preliminary 
knowledge might cause serious damage to 
our nation's economy.) 

If these meetings are not open to pub
lic scrutiny, then, again in the words of 
then candidate Carter: 

The veils of secrecy ha. ve seemed to thicken 
around Washington. 

It was, perhaps, a slip of the tongue 
when Senator HENRY JACKSON, one of the 
chief Senate negotiators on the natural 
gas issue stated: 

You can see why I have urged strongly 
that we have quiet diplomacy . . . I think 
the public get-togethers before we really 
have our ducks in a row create nothing but 
problems ... 

Yet this is the view of open govern
ment which the majority party has 
adopted in this vital area. Energy policy 
is all pervasive and it is unfortunate that 
President Carter feels that he must deal 
with it out of public view.• 

IS THE WHITE HOUSE FINANCING 
THE NEW LEFT? 

HON. ROBERT K. DORNAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, certainly 
the prevailing political climate is one in 
which citizens are demanding that their 
Government be held more accountable. 
The public demands more scrutiny by 
those who would spend taxpayers' dol-
1ars, and they are skeptical of how their 
money is used. I share this skepticism, 
and I encourage it. 

In fact, I would like to see a system
atic and comprehensive investigation of 
Federal spending at all levels, and espe
cially by that part of our Government 
which is furthest away from the people
the Federal agencies. Unelected and too 
often unaccountable even to the Presi
dent appointing them, the agencies need 
to be checked by the eternal vigilance of 
Congressmen who were elected to repre
sent taxpayers everywhere. The Govern
ment Accounting Office does an excel
lent job, in my opinion. The GAO keeps 
close tabs on how much is spent. 

But it ought to be the role of Congress 
to more closely evaluate these agency 
appropriations. We ought to be investi
gating not only how much is being spent, 
but closely ~etermining why it is spent, 
and concludmg whether or not certain 
line items are wasteful. 

Perhaps the ACTION agency is a 
prime candidate for such heightened 
congressional scrutiny as I am proposing. 
If what Pat Buchanan describes in the 
foll.o~in~ column is illustrative of agency 
activity m the Carter administration, we 
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are obliged to the taxpayer to begin a 
systematic review of agency spending 
now. As always, Mr. Buchanan lucidly 
cuts through to the core of the problem. 
Read for yourself, and sincerely ask 
yourself whether or not this core is rot
ten; whether or not House appropria
tions for ACTION are in fact being used 
to finance the new left. 

Regardless of one's own identification 
for or against new left politics, it is only 
reasonable to ask that money collected 
from the taxpayers without their con
sent not be used for partisan political 
purposes . If indeed we are financing 
partisan political action at ACTION, 
then it is the responsibility of the Con
gress to take the necessary steps to 
"clean up its act." 

The column f ollqws: 
Is ACTION CARTER'S RADICAL AGENCY? 
Last year President Carter directed the U.S. 

delegation to the U.N. to drop its opposition 
to Hanoi's admission. It was, you might say, 
a red-letter day for U.S. Communists, fellow 
travelers, and radicals who had worked 
d111gently for a decade or more for an Ameri
can defeat in Southeast Asia. 

When Hanoi's beaming delegates arrived 
at Manhattan's Beacon Theater for a wel
coming party, the audience of thousands ex
ploded with applause. 

Present, and all choked up by the occasion, 
was Sam Brown, Carter's choice to head 
ACTION, the umbrella agency that contains 
the Peace Corps. 

"I am deeply moved," Sam said. "It's dif
ficult to describe my feelings--what can you 
say when the kinds of things that 15 years 
of your life were wrapped up in are sud
denly before you." 

Well, it's difficult to describe my feelings 
about that comment. What can you say 
about an American who spent 15 years help
ing bring to power a regime which seeks to 
extort our economic assistance by holding 
for ransom the bodies of dead American 
pllots? 

Sam appears a mite more canqid these · 
days about the kind of peace he always 
sought for Southeast Asia. He ls more candid 
about other matters as well. 

In an interview in December Penthouse
that journalistic compost heap where radi
cal politics is mixed evenly with softcore 
pornography Sam volunteered his views 
• • • colleagues at the FBI and CIA: 

"I take second place to no one in my 
hatred of the intell1gence agencies." 

His indulgent interrogator wondered if 
perhaps the wealthy, the business com
munity, and Republicans in general might 
not feel a bit threatened by what Sam was 
up to at ACTION. 

·•1 assume they wm and they ought to." 
said Sam. "If they don't then I'm not doing 
my job." 

The budget for Brown's umbrella agency 
is around $200 million. And there seems Uttle 
evidence to refute the charge of Illinois Re
publican Robert Michel that Brown is en
gaged in an "effort to transform ACTION 
into a tax-supported sanctuary for radioa.l 
activists hired at outrageously high salaries." 

Under Brown, ACTION is crawllng with 
veterns of the "movement." Lee --
one of the Chicago Seven. was brought 
aboard as a consultant at $180 a day. As 
director of VISTA, the domestic peace corps. 
Sam selected Margery Tabanian. 

According to a recent conservative news
letter, Marge junketed to Hanoi at the height 
of the wa.r, white American POW were down 
the street at the Hanoi Hilton being tortured 
in Uncle Ho's prisons. 

She came home to declare, at a U.S. war 
crimes press conference, "It's no longer 
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bridges, railroads a.nd m111tary targets that 
are being attacked, but 90-year-old men, 
and civilians who cannot run fast enough to 
bomb shelters." 

Today, this Axis Sally of the Vietnam War 
takes home a higher federal salary than al
most all the young American pilots she ac
cused of war crimes six years ago. 

Under her leadership VISTA has made a 
$400,000 donation to the Midwest Academy. 
Run by ex-SDSer Heather Booth, with the 
assistance of hubby Paul, the Chica.go-based 
academy, by it's own admission, instructs 
radicals in confrontation tactics over such 
issues as government funding for abortion, 
and "redistributing social wealth and 
power." 

Yet in a letter to The New York Times a 
month ago, Brown asserted his belle! that 
"public funds should not be used to promote 
a political cause." His record in office belies 
that statement. 

What is needed, and what appears to be 
coming, is a sweeping congressional investi
gation of ACTION. The nation has a right to 
know how under President Jimmy Carter an 
agency established to help the poor has be
come a burgeonilD.g rabbit warren of the 
radical left.e 

THE FARM POPULATION 

HON. DONALD M. FRASER 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, a recent 
editorial in the St. Paul Dispatch raises 
a fundamental question, "How long can 
the 'family farm' remain the 'family 
farm'?" 

An increasing number of family farm
ers have to expand their farms in order 
to make an adequate return on their in
vestment due to decreasing prices re
ceived for commodities tied to increasing 
costs of production. In Congress, we 
should look at the underlying reasons 
for the push to expansion as well as 
the result--larger farms run by fewer 
farmers. 

The April 11, 1978, editorial is thought 
provoking and I hope my colleagues have 
an opportunity to read it. 

The article follows: 
TH!: FARM POPULATION 

Fewer than 8 mlllion Americans, out of a 
population of about 206 mllUon, now live on 
farms, according to the Bureau of the Census. 

Considering the annual surpluses produced 
by American agriculture, these figures could 
be considered a tribute to the farmer's effi
ciency-and so they are. We can take im
mense pride in the fact that with only 
about 3 Y2 percent of our people engaged in 
growing crops, raising cattle and milking 
dairy herds, we vastly out-produce a country 
such as the Soviet Union, where nearly 50 
percent of the people stm are "on the land." 

But the figures can be cause for concern, 
too. The decline in farm population in 1977-
a decrease of 5.4 percent from the 1976 fig
ures-was of course only a continuation of 
a long historical trend. Since 1970 alone the 
farm population has dropped an average of 
3.1 percent per year. 

Moreover, the figures are misleading, be
cause the Census Bureau defines a farm as 
anything 10 acres or more producing $50 or 
more in agriculture products offered for sale. 
Considering that the average-sized farm is 
now 400 acres, it is obvious the actual num-
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ber of real farm folks ls much smaller than 
8m1llion. 

So what? What's to worry-so long as those 
left on the land are farming as much land 
as ever and can keep on outproducing every
body else in the world? 

Well, how long can the "family farm" keep 
on expanding? The farmer who used to be 
able to handle no more than, say, 80 acres 
with his and his wife's labor and that of a 
hired hand, and two or three of his sons and 
daughters, now is, likely as not, farming 500 
or 600 acres with only his wife to help. And 
doing a superb job. But is there not a limit 
to be reached? Is there not a point beyond 
which he cannot go even with the very latest 
and best and most powerful tractors and 
combines and multi-bottom plows? Isn't 
there a limit to the number of cows he can 
milk, no matter how efficient his all-electric 
operation? 

How long can the "family farm" remain 
the "family farm"? That is the basic, and 
increasingly disquieting, question. That is a 
question that goes beyond (though it is re
lated to) questions of parity, of seasonal 
ftuctuations in prices, of the ever-increasing 
costs of production. Fundamental matters of 
production and distribution, involving 
changes that perhaps not even the best agri
cultural theorists can envision today, may 
be involved-indeed, wm be involved if the 
farm is to remain a stronghold of individual 
initiative in the United States.e 

CONGRESSIONAL DECISIONMAK
ING PROCESS 

HON. HAROLD C. HOLLENBECK 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, 
there have been a number of issues 
throughout the 95th Congress involving 
major differences of opinion between 
the administration and members of the 
legislative branch. Those issues are 
well known to all of us-the B-1 bomb
er, the breeder reactor, the Panama 
Canal treaties, and Middle Eastern 
arms sales, to name just a few. When 
such issues arise, Members of Congress 
are faced with a multitude of pressures 
they must react to in arriving at their 
final voting positions. These include the 
views of their constituents, the views of 
other parties that may be affected by 
the legislation, their inclination <or dis
inclination) to support the President, 
and of course, the merits of the issue. 

All too often this last item gets lost 
in the haze of confilcting arguments and 
pressures swirling about an issue. In 
some cases, due to overemphasis of cer
tain arguments, such as potentially un
favorable reaction by the Executive to 
our legislative actions, we may fail to 
exercise our congressional mandates 
and responsibilities. It is for this rea
son that I want to call to your attention 
the remarks by my colleague, Congress
man BARRY M. GOLDWATER, Jr., during 
a Science and Technology Committee 
markup session yesterday on an amend
ment concerning the Clinch River 
breeder reactor. 

Mr. GOLDWATER'S thoughtful com
mentary goes right to the heart of the 
decisionmaking process that each of us, 
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as Members of Congress, must partici
pate in on a daily basis. I commend 
these remarks to my colleagues, and 
congratulate Mr. GOLDWATER on his in· 
sight and, incidentally, on his contribu
tions to a winning argument. 

His statement follows: 
STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN BARRY M. GOLD

WATER, JR. ON THE AMENDMENT REGARDING 
THE CLINCH RIVER BREEDER REACTOR 
Mr. Chairman, I am deeply disturbed by 

the gentleman's amendment, which appar
ently involves the termination of the Clinch 
River Breeder Reactor Project. The most 
striking feature of this amendment, in my 
opinion, is that it completely ignores the 
testimony that was presented to this Com
mittee by the electric utmty industry, reac
tor manufacturers and other participants in 
the nuclear program. What struck me most 
about that testimony is that the utility in
dustry, which is responsible for keeping the 
lights burning in his country, ca.me in here 
and told us that "the nuclear breeder reac
tor program is the backbone for our long
range capacity of providing a reliable source 
of electricity for the future generations of 
our society," and yet the amendment would 
destroy the keystone of that program. 

We have also heard from the environ
mentalists, who are opposed to this amend
ment. Thus, we have a situation where both 
the nuclear advocates and critics are opposed 
to the approach now before us. Since it won't 
satisfy either of them, I don't see how we 
can proceed with it. We are, after all, meant 
to be a representative body, yet the deci
sions this amendment would make are not 
at all representative of the views they have 
expressed to us. 

As to the views that were expressed by 
some of my colleagues here this morning, to 
the effect that they are for the breeder pro
gram but could not support Clinch River, I 
ask how we can ever expect to benefit from 
these energy technologies if we do not have 
the courage to build the plants that wm 
show whether they are really practical? What 
is more, when I hear my colleagues say that 
we have to back off Clinch River because 
the President wlll veto it anyway, I ask if we 
are not abdicating our congressional respon
sibillties by this kind of approach. We have 
two independent branches of government in 
disagreement here, but if one, the Congress, 
refuses to exercise its duties due to fear that 
another, the Executive, wlll disapprove, then 
I say that we are ignoring our constitu
tional mandate to make ourselves heard. 

Finally, perhaps the most striking feature 
of the Administration proposal to terminate 
Clinch River and establish a conceptual de
sign study for a new, large breeder ls that 
it seems to hold together on the surface, 
but analysis indicates that it has been 
thought out only to a point, beyond which it 
starts to unravel. This became apparent to 
me when I read the answers to the ques
tions that I and other Members of this Com
mittee submitted to the Department of 
Energy. 

I don't know how many of my colleagues 
on the Committee have also taken the time 
to read these answers through, but I believe 
they contain several points which must be 
noted before we can act on the Administra
tion proposal. They show, for example, that: 

1. There ls uncertainty within DOE as to 
exactly what the proposal would accomplis:O. 

2. We may lose the utility industry as par
ticipants in future cooperatively-funded 
energy demonstration projects. 

3. The Federal Government would be left 
with open-ended, unknown liabllities from 
the cancellation of Clinch River. 

4. The number of people whose jobs would 
be lost would be at least twice that which 
we were told in testimony by the Administra
tion. 
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5. Valuable licensing experience wm be 

lost. 
6. Unnecessary time wlll be lost in estab

lishing the next breeder project, if it is 
ever established. 

7. At least a ten-year delay will occur be
tween the availability of the new breeder, if · 
built, and the date when Clinch River was 
originally to be available. 

8. Dangerous reliance wlll be placed on for
eign technology, a situation which all pre
vious Administration's and Congresses have 
rejected. 

9. We a.re being given a snow job as to the 
"existence" of additional uranium supplies 
that might justify a delay in the breeder. 
There are no additional uranium supplies, at 
least not yet. 

10. There a.re no firm criteria as to when 
the large breeder may be built, if a.t all. 

It would seem to me as a matter of com
mon sense, especially for all my colleagues 
who are "for" the breeder, that we should 
stop playing poll tics and vote this issue on 
its merits. And those merits, as the answers 
to my questions have shown, are clear-we 
still need Clinch River, and we will be 
greatly damaging the Nation's energy pros
pects if we meekly sit back and vote for its 
termination.e 

METAL INNOVATIONS 

HON. ANDREW JACOBS, JR. 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, new ideas 
are the stuff of which American indus
try is supposed to be made. 

Therefore, I insert the following for 
the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
METAL INNOVATIONS CHIEF HIGH ON HIS NEW 

IRON POWDER PROCESS 
(By Jim O'Connor) 

STAMFORD, CONN.-M. D. (Doc) Ayers, presi
dent of Metal Innovations, Inc., here, is a 
man with an idea whose time he hopes has 
at long last arrived. 

So far this year, he reports about a dozen 
companies have paid him a total of $60,000 
to demonstrate his idea for production of 
iron powders and a variety of alloys through 
use of a water atomization process. 

The resulting powders, as he has repeatedly 
shown, can be fed directly into a compacting 
mill, then into a slntering furnace and finally 
through a hot roll mill from which they 
emerge as strip ready for the fabricator. 

"There ls a worldwide need for strip and 
we could set up a 50,000 ton a year mill for 
$5-milllon ... but no one wants to be first." 
he said during an interview last week. 

"We can produce steel in gages ranging 
from 0.025 to 0.050 for about $100 a ton that 
would cost $200 a ton in the cold roll proc
ess," Ayers insists. 

Moreover, he claims the finished strip will 
represent a 95 percent yield of the raw mate
rial, compared with about a 70 percent yield 
for a standard cold roll and anneal produc
tion. 

The Ayers method can also be used to pro
duce tool steel strip or billet from powder 
for conversion to rod with 50 percent better 
performance than conventional production 
methods, the inventor and holder of six 
patents declares. 

In the Metal Innovations process, molten 
metal is poured from an electric furnace di
rectly into a stream of water, the pressure 
and flow of which ls carefully controlled. 

Result ls almost instantaneous atomiza
tion of the metal into a powder requiring no 
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secondary annealing operation except dry
ing before going to the compacting mlll or, 
in the case of preforms, to the compacting 
press. 

Among corporations Ayers says have looked 
at his process are General Motors, which was 
interested in stainless steel containers for 
the new catalytic converters and Westing
house which was once interested in 42 per
cent nickel alloy for a controlled expansion 
alloy that could be sealed to glass. 

Delay in the adoption of catalytic con
verters caused GM to postpone further stain
less steel work and Westinghouse subse
quently went out of the alloy business. 

Last year, Ayers and his two-man staff 
produced 5,000 pounds of nickel powder for 
Sherrltt Gordon at a rate of 1,000 pounds a 
day, but he ls uncertain about that com
pany's plans. 

Because his equipment here ls suited only 
to pilot size runs from 100 to 300 pound 
melts, demonstration strip is usually lim
ited to 10 to 12 foot lengths and 3 to 6-inch 
widths. 

However, conversion of melt to powder ls 
so rapid that in a commercial model, Ayers is 
convinced that continuous strip production 
would be practical. 

Sample strip produced has included low 
carbon, carbon, tool steel and slllcon, nickel 
and copper alloys. 

Ayers held supervisory jobs with U.S. Steel, 
Stelco, Wheeling Steel and with Kennecott 
Copper Corporation, where he was assistant 
to the president and later director of en
gineering before leaving in 1963 to pursue 
his powder process. 

Since then, he has exhausted most of his 
personal funds and has raised some capital 
through sale of stock to members of his 
family to keep the pilot plant going. 

"Our number one problem ls to get the 
first powder plant and strip plant going com
mercially," he said. "We have the processes 
and plans to scale up to commercial produc
tion and can build it, but we don't have the 
money to do it." 

"Our process involves low capital cost, low 
operating costs and eliminates eight or nine 
operations in standard steel production. Our 
second problem is to get some interested 
company to be first." Ayers said. 

MAYBE GREATEST YEAR EvER AT OVER 150 MIL
LION TONS To WIN BACK No. 1 SPOT 

(By Hi Howard) 
PITTSBURGH.-The American steel industry 

has just about chalked up its greatest year 
in history. 

By yea.rend, barring a most unlikely catas
trophe, its production of raw steel will have 
reached an unprecedented 150-milllon tons
plus and its shipments of finished steel prod
ucts will have hit an a.11-tlme high of at 
least 108-mlllion tons and perhaps as much 
as 110-mllllon tons. 

In physical achievement-in the smelting 
of iron ore, in the coking of coal, in the roll
ing, processing and finishing of steel into 
myriad forms-many new records will almost 
certainly be established. . 

During 1972, for the first time in more · 
than half a century, the United States lost 
world leadership in steelmaking to another 
nation. The Soviet Union actually poured 
more raw steel. 

But this year American steelmakers wlll 
almost certainly win back the No. 1 position. 

Almost every domestic mill is crammed 
with orders, and most are rigidly controlllng 
their acceptance of additional orders, even 
from old customers. 

In a market that appears stronger and 
broader than ever before, indications are 
that the producers of every kind of steel
stalnless and alloy, as well as carbon grades
wlll be able to sell all they can make not 
only through the remainder of 1973, but 
deep into 1974. 
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It is obvious, currently, that the American 

steel industry doesn't have suffi.cient capacity 
to make all the finished steel that American 
consumers need and want. 

The actual consumption of finished steel 
in the U.S. is expected to reach around 120-
mlllion tons by yearend. 

But total domestic mill shipments includ
ing about 4-million tons into the export trade 
(mostly fulfilling long-term commitments) 
probably won't exceed 110-milllon tons even 
though the nation's steelmakers continue to 
run at full capacity. 

To make up for most of the shortfall be
tween actual consumption and domestic 
supply, steel imports this year will total from 
14-mlllion to 15-mlllion tons, and may be 
even higher. 

In general, the price tags on this imported 
metal have been as high or higher than those 
on domestic mill products. So it's generally 
agreed that the domestic mllls could have 
sold considerably more if they had had it to 
sell. 

Which raises a big question: 
Why doesn't the American steel industry 

have enough capacity to meet at least 
domestic needs? 

As part of the answer, as has already been 
brought out, U.S. steelmen point to their 
industry's poor profitab111ty over recent 
years. 

UPSURGE IN IMPORTS 

But they also put much of the blame for 
the earnings lag on the tremendous upsurge 
tn steel imports between the years 1965 and 
(expectedly) 1973-an upsurge which con
tinued despite such feeble restraining moves 
as the so-called "voluntary quota arrange
ments." 

Both parts of this answer, they explain, a.re 
Intertwined. Since the imported steel was 
being offered at prices well below domestic 
mill prices, competition held down all steel 
prices and the domestic steel industry 
couldn't earn enough to spend enough. 

At the same time, since foreign mills had 
captured such a large share of the American 
market, most American steelmakers couldn't 
boost their sales volume suffi.ciently to finan
cially justify adding more capacity. 

During the years from 1965 through 1972, 
the records show that steel consumption in 
the U.S. (as measured by the total purchases 
of steel) rose 6.4-million tons annually, 
while imports gained 7.6-million tons annu
ally and domestic mill shipments to domes
tic consumers fell off 1.2-million tons a year. 

In short, imports not only took all of the 
growth in total steel demand, but also cut 
into domestic mill sales. 

IMPORTS REDUCING 

During 1971, steel imports captured 18.4 
percent of the total U.S. market for finished 
steel. During 1972, partly because of the dol
lar's devaluation, imports eased a bit but 
still gobbled up 17.2 percent of the whole 
market. 

This year, with steel demand at a new peak 
not only in the United States but around the 
world, steel imports will be down again, 
probably to about 15-mllllon tons, or about 
12.5 percent. 

But the import decline this year doesn't 
reflect any real improvement in the domestic 
industry's ab111ty to compete against foreign 
mills. 

Rather, it will mainly reflect the super
strong demand for steel in Europe, in South 
America and in the Orient, and the fact thst 
world prices for steel have bounded up to 
levels as high or higher than in the U.S. 

The foreign mills are simply selling more 
of their steel in their home markets. The 
Japanese mills, in particular, have a bigger 
home market, and also have found new and 
sometimes more attractive markets in other 
countries since the dollar's second devalua
tion and the imposition of price ceil1ngs on 
American-made steel. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Practically gone from the marketplace a.re 

the "bargain" prices on steel formerly quoted 
by importers. And left in the lurch are a 
number of domestic steel users who were big 
customers of foreign-made steel while it was 
readily available at low prices. 

Many of these have, of course, tried to turn 
back to domestic suppliers, but--understand
ably-aren't getting much sympathy or help. 

Whst's obvious, of course, ls that the for
eign mill retreat from the American steel 
market has thrown the full burden of meet
ing this year's much-greater-than-expected 
upsurge in steel demand upon the domestic 
mills. 

What consumers want to know is what can 
and should be done to make enough steel de
pendably available in the domestic market as 
soon as possible.e 

VERMONT LEGISLATURE SUPPORTS 
FEDERAL FUNDING FOR BARRIER 
REMOVAL FOR THE HANDICAPPED 

HON. JAMES M. JEFFORDS 
OF VERMONT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to bring to your attention a joint 
resolution passed by the General As
sembly of the State of Vermont regarding 
the Federal funding of special education. 
The Vermont State Legislature specifi
cally endorses two bills on this issue: 
H.R. 7626 and H.R. 9761. 

I introduced H.R. 7626 on September 
7, 1977, as an attempt to focus congres
sional attention on the extremely unfair 
situation created by the wide-reaching 
section 504 of the Vocational Rehabili
tation Act of 1973, which prohibits dis
crimination against the handicapped. 
This law was passed 5 years ago, and 
there has not been a penny of Federal 
money appropriated to help the States 
comply with the HEW regulations. A 
conservative estimate from an unomcial 
study done by HEW is that it would 
take $2.4 billion to correct current vio
lations of this law. Others estimate the 
amount to be considerably higher; prob
ably as high as $50 to $100 billion. Al
though my constituents know that I do 
not normally advocate this type of Gov
ernment spending, H.R. 7626 would 
authorize $6 billion for the implementa
tion of section 504. Otherwise, the burden 
will continue to fall, as it does now, at 
the State and local level, and will strain 
already tight resources. The Education 
and Labor Committee has begun to hold 
hearings on the reauthorization of this 
act, and I expect that this funding prob
lem will be addressed, and hopefully 
alleviated in the near future. 

The people in the State of Vermont 
recognize the need to do something for 
handicapped citizens. I think the State 
is addressing its responsibilities and is 
perceptively moving in the right direc
tion. The resolution by the general 
assembly reflects a recognition of the 
problems they face. I can assure them, 
as well as my colleagues, that I will con
tinue to work very hard to attempt to 
solve these problems. 

The text of the resolution follows: 
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R-70. JOINT SENATE RESOLUTION RELATING TO 

FEDERAL FuNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 
J.R.S. 40 

Whereas, the federal government, through 
the enactment of P.L. 94-142, the Education 
of an Handicapped Children Act of 1975, has 
required that the state guarantee a free ap
propriate public education to all handicapped 
children ln Vermont by September, 1978; 
and 

Whereas, despite the requirement in P.L. 
94-142 that the state guarantee free appro
priate special education services this year, 
the federal government proposes to phase in 
its financial commitment to support these 
services through 1982; and 

Whereas, federal grants to provide special 
education services to handicapped children 
under P.L. 94-142 wlll only, at best, provide a 
fraction of the funds required of the states 
beginning at 5 percent of the average per 
pupll expenditure in the United States in 
1978, and increasing to 10 percent in 1979, 20 
percent in 1980, 30 percent in 1981 and reach
ing 40 percent in 1982; and 

Whereas, the federal government, through 
P.L. 94-142, ls attempting to achieve maxi
mum control over state special education 
policies and procedures with a minimum of 
federal financial support; and 

Whereas, the federal government, through 
section 504 of P.L. 93-112, the Rehab111tatlon 
of the Handicapped Act of 1973, has provided 
as a matter of civil right a federal action 
against dlscrimina tion on the basis of handi
capping condition; and 

Whereas, through the enactment of this 
"section 504" the federal government has ex
posed the state to potentially expensive civil 
11ab111ty, particularly with respect to archi
tectural barriers to the handicapped in pub
lic buildings, yet has provided no federal 
financial contribution to meet this liab111ty, 
now therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives: 

That the General Assembly of the state of 
Vermont endorses the laudatory purposes of 
P.L. 94-142 and "section 504" of P.L. 93-112 
to provide a free appropriate public educa
tion to handicapped children and to remove 
any remaining discrimination against them, 
and be it further 

Resolved: That the federal government 
must recognize its responsibility to provide 
an equitable share of the resources required 
to meet these commitments it has imposed, 
and be it further 

Resolved: That the General Assembly of 
the state of Vermont petitions the Congress 
of the United States to enact legislation 
similar to that introduced by Vermont Con
gressman James Jeffords (HR 7626) to pro
vide federal funds to assist states in comply
ing with section 504 of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973, and to enact legislation (HR 
9761) to increase the federal share of special 
education costs under P.L. 94-142 to 40 per
cent immediately, rather than moving up 
gradually from the 5 percent level as cur
rently authorized, and be it further 

Resolved: That a copy of this joint resolu
tion be sent by the secretary of state to the 
President of the United States, the Secretary 
of the Agency of Health, Education and Wel
fare and the Vermont Congressional Delega
tion. 

Approved: February 14, 1978.e 

NORTHEAST COUNCIL'S RESOLU
TION ON ISRAEL 

HON. JOSHUA EILBERG 
OF PENNSYLVAN;IA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, on 
Thursday evening, April 6, I was privi-
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leged to address a rally of several hun
dred persons in Philadelphia who came 
together to demonstrate their concern 
for the administration's policies in the 
Middle East. 

The rally was organized by the North
east Council of Synagogues, a coordinat
ing body for 15 synagogues in northeast 
Philadelphia. 

Those in attendance, Mr. Speaker, 
were unanimous in their feeling that the 
administration is making a serious error 
in proposing the sale of fighter-bombers 
to Saudi Arabia and Egypt. I joined 
other speakers in pointing out that the 
sales will create greater instability and 
more tension in the Middle East, and will 
lead to a higher level of violence should a 
conflict take place. 

Participants in the program also urged 
President Carter to not apply pressure 
on Israel to make concessions which 
will endanger her security. At the con
clusion of the event, the following resolu
tion was adopted by acclamation. I would 
like to offer it for the RECORD and 
commend it to the attention of my 
colleagues: 

A RESOLUTION 
Whereas Israel is facing a crisis in the 

world arena more threatening and more 
deadly than any war she has ever fought, and 

Whereas this conflict finds Israel being 
buffeted on one hand by an Arab diplomatic 
effort that includes oil blackmail and on the 
other hand by a most serious change in the 
position of the United States, and 

Whereas Israel is a homeland, a nation, a 
heritage and a people brutalized by oppres
sion but sustained by hope; driven through 
persecution but maintained by an eternal 
dream; challenged in war but proud in vic
tory and prayerful for peace, and 

Whereas Israel is a symbol of freedom of 
faith and of tradition to men of all religious 
beliefs, and 

Whereas the survival of Israel demands the 
outward and public expression of concern 
and support by Americans of all religious 
beliefs and ethnic traditions, 

Now, therefore, we the members of the 
Northeast Synagogue Council and the North
east Jewish Community call for the Carter 
Administration to unite and give positive 
support to the State of Israel, its firmest ally 
in the Middle East.e 

CHARLESS.V.SANNER 

HON. GOODLOE E. BYRON 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to honor the 
memory of a native Frederick County 
Marylander and highly respected citizen 
of Frederick, Mr. Charles S. V. Sanner. 

Certain individuals touch the lives of 
people around them with great influence, 
and Charles Sanner was a moving force 
in his community and State. It is with a 
great sense of personal loss that I note 
his passing. 

Mr. Sanner was president of Sanner 
Realty Co., and had served as president 
of the Frederick Association of Insurance 
Agents, president of the Frederick Real 
Estate Board, chairman of the Frederick 
County Insurance Committee, chairman 
of the Agents Advisory Committee, di
rector of the Montgomery Mutual Insur-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

ance Co., and on the agents advisory 
committee of the Travelers Insurance 
Co., Baltimore. 

Giving tireless leadership and encour
agement to the business and civic com
munities, Mr. Sanner was involved with 
the Frederick County Chamber of Com
merce, Frederick Rotary Club, Fred
erick YMCA, Hood College, American 
Legion, and was particularly devoted to 
the Evangelical Lutheran Church. 

Although Mr. Banner's contributions 
are too numerous to list here, his services 
will long be remembered and appreci
ated. He will be greatly missed by his 
wife, Pat, and family, friends and co
workers. I know you join me in extend
ing the official sympathies of the House 
in honor of this unselfish and patriotic 
American.• 

HUMAN RIGHTS IN ffiELAND DAY 
PROCLAIMED IN KANSAS 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to report that the State of 
Kansas has joined the growing national 
movement concerned with ongoing hu
man rights violations which occur in 
Ireland. Senate Concurrent Resolution 
1688 proclaiming March 17, 1978, as 
Human Rights Day for Ireland was 
passed by the Kansas Senate on 
March 16 and the House on the 17th. 

The more States which adopt these 
types of measures the more impetus will 
be placed on the Congress for hearings. 
The importance of hearings cannot be 
minimized. It can allow for constructive 
discussion of the major issues which di
vide Ireland as well as the various pro
posals which could bring peace. 

At tbis point in the RECORD I wish to 
insert the Kansas resolution which was 
provided to me by President Jack Keane 
of the Ancient Order of Hibernians. I 
praise the Kansas legislators for this im
portant initiative. 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 1688 

A concurrent resolution recommending that 
the Legislature declare March 17, 1978, as 
"Human Rights Day For Ireland" 
Whereas, St. Patrick's Day is an appro-

priate time for all citizens to recall the 
many contributions ma.de by the Irish people 
to the history and culture of the United 
States a.nd to the State of Kansas. It is a 
source of pride, which all citizens can share 
in, that so many Irish men and women have 
helped to build and develop this great coun
try; and 

Whereas, Nine men who signed the 
Declaration of Independence were of Irish 
descent and thousands of Irish people fought 
in this young nation's Revolutionary Army; 
and 

Whereas, The generosity, warmth and 
kindness of the Irish have ma.de them a wel
comed addition to the melting pot of Amer
ica; and 

Whereas, Ireland today is torn apart by 
violence. A country cannot be joined by such 
violence, but must be joined by ·a common 
effort by both the North and the Republic, 
by Catholics and Protestants to establish a 
system of government in which both com
munities will live in economic, political and 
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social harmony. It is the love that each Irish 
man and woman has for their fine country 
that will create the foundation of a peaceful 
Ireland; and 

Whereas, Not all Irish eyes are smiling on 
March 17: Now therefore, 

Be it resolved by the Senate of the State 
of Kansas, the House of Representatives con
curring therein: That we hereby declare 
March 17, 1978, as "Human Rights Day for 
Ireland", to focus both world a.nd state at
tention to the trouble in Ireland and to 
show that we are concerned about the 
human rights, justice and peace of all the 
people of Ireland; and 

Be it further resolved: That the Secretary 
of State forward an enrolled copy of this 
resolution to Mr. B. M. Watters, President, 
Jackson County Ancient Order of Hibernians, 
5850 Central, Kansas City, Missouri 64113, 
Mr. Jack Keane, National President of An
cient Order of Hibernians, 7648 Grant Haven 
Dr., A.tfton, Missouri 63123, Mr. John W. 
Duffy, National Secretary of Ancient Order 
of Hibernians, 235 Wadsworth Ave., New 
York, New York 10033, and Ambassador John 
G. Molloy, 2234 Massachusetts Ave. N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20008. 

I hereby certify that the above CONCUR
RENT RESOLUTION originated in the SENATE, 
and was adopted by that body March 16, 
1978. 

Ross o. DoYEN, 
President of the Sena.'te. 

LU KENNEY, 
Secretary of the Senate. 

Adopted by the House March 17, 1978. 
JOHN CARLIN, 

Speaker of the House. 
GENEVA SEWARD, 

Chief Clerk of the House.e 

HUMPHREY-HAWKINS: AN IMPOR
TANT FffiST STEP 

HON. AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

•Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, the 
House passage of H.R. 50, the Full 
Employment and Balanced Growth Act 
of 1978, demonstrated a willingness of 
this Congress to begin the task of reacti
vating our economy, which for so long 
has squandered our most important 
resource-the talent and energy of the 
American people. I would like to submit 
to my colleagues an editorial by the 
Christian Science Monitor on the new 
House version of H.R. 50, as I feel it 
accurately summarizes the bill's scope 
and purpose: 

Let us assume that the Senate will pass 
the Humphrey-Hawkins jobs bill as the 
House of Representatives did last week. 
Then comes the hard part: ensuring the 
legislation is carried out to the best of its 
intentions. It gives the White House a man
date all too easy to avoid unless the Con
gress and public insist that it be followed 
through in good faith. 

The Senate should not pass the bill as 
a deserved monument to Sen. Hubert 
Humphrey but as what Sen. Muriel 
Hum~hrey calls "an essential first step in 
moving America toward a new era of full 
employment and vigorous, stable economic 
growth." 

Seen in this measured way, the bill should 
escape the danger of raising false hopes 
about a federally guaranteed end to unem
ployment. (It is not a. jobs bill in the sense 
of creating or funding jobs.) And the 
emphasis on "stable economic growth" 1s 
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a. reminder that the bill does not forget the 
control of inflation while placing jobs for 
everyone willlng a.nd able to work a.t the 
center of government policy. 

Note that jobs a.nd growth a.re combined 
in the title of the Humphrey-Hawkins Full 
Employment a.nd Ba.la.need Growth Act. 
Unlike the landmark Employment Act of 
1946, which neglected the problem of infla
tion, Humphrey-Hawkins makes price stabil
ity a. goal a.long with its effort, three decades 
later, to fulfill the spirit of the earller act. 

To combat inflation Humphrey-HawkinS 
proposes such measures as stockp111ng crit
ical ra.w materials, strongly enforcing anti
trust laws, a.nd instituting early warning 
systems to prepare against industrial capac
ity shortages. Suppose the mandated jobs 
goals---3 percent adult unemployment and 
4 percent overall unemployment within five 
years of passage---confilct with inflation con
trol. Then the blll allows the president to 
propose modifications of the goals. 

It suggests governmental avenues of 
attacking structural unemployment through 
such means as targeted revenue sharing and 
public works. But the main thrust is toward 
use of the private sector and appropriate 
government policies to foster it. Gone is the 
specter seen in the original bill of generous 
government jobs drawing people away from 
the private sector. 

Doubters on one side now call Humphrey
Ha.wkins, as adjusted to satisfy President 
Carter, a "sanitized" or toothless document, 
a paper tiger. On the other side, there are 
estimates of the billions of dollars required 
if the unemployment reductions are 
seriously sought. 

Yet is there any economic goal more 
worthy of investment than ensuring jobs 
for all who want to work, especially in view 
of America's traditional commitment to and 
benefit from the work ethic? And even the 
sanitized Humphrey-Hawkins . takes the 
unprecedented steps of requiring the presi
dent each year to state explicit employment 
goals and recommend the fiscal and mone
tary policies to achieve these goals. The 
Federal Reserve System would have to sub
mit a written report on how its monetary 
policies were designed to support the 
president's numerical goals for employment, 
prices, a.nd production. 

Would such statements and reports 
become just rhetoric a.nd more rhetoric? 
Not in the hands of a. responsible president, 
a cooperative Federal Reserve Board, and 
a Congress d111gent enough to demand its 
legislation not be ignored and to follow 
through with action.e 

VIGIL FOR FREEDOM 

HON. MARGARET M. HECKLER 
OF MASSACHUSE'ITS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

•Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to participate in the "vigil for 
freedom" on behalf of Soviet Jewish 
families and individuals who are being 
refused permission to emigrate from the 
Soviet Union, but I am disheartened that 
the family for whom I spoke last year 
must again be the subject of my plea this 
year. The Inditsky family of Moscow is 
still waiting-! or 7 years now-they are 
still waiting for permission from Soviet 
authorities to join their relatives in 
Israel. 

Solomon Inditsky, his wife, Khana, 
their daughter, Isabella Novikova, and 
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their grandson, Mark, have applied four 
times for permission to emigrate. Each 
request has been denied. Last year Mark 
became a Bar Mitzvah in a private apart
ment in Moscow. He could not be called 
to the Torah in the synagogue-authori
ties would not allow it because this 14-
year-old is a refusenik. 

Once again, I join with the pleas of 
their family that the Inditskys be al
lowed to emigrate and join their rela
tives in Israel.• 

ATTORNEY FEES AND EXPENSES IN 
CIVIL SUITS INVOLVING THE 
UNITED STATES 

HON. ROBERT F. DRINAN 
OF MASSACHUSE'ITS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, under 
existing law, a private person who 
is involved in litigation with the U.S. 
Government or one of its agencies 
or employees must bear the fees and ex
penses of attorneys. Only under a hand
ful of statutes may such private party 
recover its counsel fees. Indeed prior to 
1966, a private person could not even re
cover its costs of litigation (as distin
guished from counsel fees). In that year, 
Congress amended the law to allow 
courts to award costs <but not attorney 
fees) against the Government when a 
private litigant prevailed. 

Since 1966, individuals and organiza
tions representing a wide variety of in
terests have asked the Congress to take 
the second step of repealing the prohibi
tion against the award of attorney fees 
against the Government. In a few 
limited areas, such as under the Freedom 
of Information Act, Congress has re
sponded to such requests. In addition a 
number of bills have been introduced 
which, to varying degrees, would modify 
or totally abrogate the existing rule. 

For the past 2 years, the Judiciary 
Subcommittee on Courts, Civil Liberties, 
and the Administration of Justice, on 
which I serve, under the able leadership 
of Chairman KAsTENMEIER, has explored 
various proposals in the attorney fee 
area. In 1976 we reported the Civil 
Rights Attorney's Fees Awards Act of 
1976, which became Public Law 94-559. 
More recently we have examined other 
possible corrective action, including the 
question whether the prohibition against 
awarding fees in Government litigation 
should be removed. 

At the suggestion of Chairman KAs
TENMEIER, I have undertaken to study this 
matter in greater detail. After consulting 
with a large number of groups and indi
viduals, I have concluded that legislative 
action should be taken to permit private 
parties to recover their attorney fees 
when they prevail in litigation with the 
Government. Consequently, yesterday I 
introduced H.R. 12088 which would au
thorize the courts to award attorney fees 
and expenses to a prevailing party, other 
than the United States, in any civil ac
tion brought by or against the Govern
ment or one of its agencies, officers, or 
employees. 
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The bill would codify the dual stand
ard for recovering such fees and ex
penses which the Supreme Court adopted 
in Newman against Piggie Park Enter
prises and Christiansburg Garment Co. 
against Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission. The essence of the dual 
standard is that prevailing plaintiffs 
should ordinarily recover their counsel 
fees in the absence of circumstances 
which would render such an award un
just. In contrast, prevailing defendants 
would recover their fees only if they 
could show that the action of the United 
States "was brought without foundation, 
vexatiously, frivolously, or in bad faith." 
The quoted words, which are in the bill, 
are drawn directly from the Christians
burg Garment case. 

The rationale of the dual standard 
rests on the proposition that, "when a 
district court awards counsel fees to a 
prevailing plaintiff, it is awarding them 
against a violator of Federal law." as the 
Supreme Court observed in Christians
burg Garment. In contrast, a prevailing 
defendant does "not appear before the 
court cloaked in a mantle of public inter
est," as the Third Circuit Court of Ap
peals noted. 

The bill also codifies the emerging 
judicial doctrine that a prevailing plain
tiff, at least in some circumstances, may 
recover counsel fees expended before an 
administrative agency in cases where the 
litigant must first appear before such an 
agency. In many instances a person seek
ing to challenge adverse agency action 
must first go to the agency to seek relief 
or to present its case. Only then can the 
person proceed into the courts to secure 
a judicial ruling on the correctness of the 
administrative determination. The bill 
gives the court discretion to award the 
fees spent before the agency when the 
judicial action arises directly out of the 
administrative proceeding. 

In addition the bill codifies· court de
cisions which allows the award of attor
ney fees and expenses at an interim 
stage of the litigation. Recognizing that 
some litigation does not come to a reso
lution quickly, the courts have awarded 
such fees at important stages of the 
case prior to the entry of a final judg
ment. For example, plaintiffs will often 
seek preliminary relief to protect their 
rights at an early stage of the litigation. 
Indeed, issuance of a preliminary injunc
tion may effectively resolve the contro
versy even though a final order is never 
entered, or entered many months later. 
When a court enters an order which "de
termines substantial rights of the par
ties," it should have the discretion to 
award fees at that stage of the cause. In 
Bradley against Richmond School Board, 
the Supreme Court approved such in
terim awards. 

Of course, a plaintiff who wins a pre
liminary ruling may not ultimately win 
the lawsuit. Thus, it may be argued, it 
is not fair to make the defendant pay an 
interim award when the defendant may 
eventually prevail. To guard against such · 
unjust enrichment, the bill authorizes the 
courts, when they award interim fees, to 
require the plaintiff to post a bond cov
ering the amount of the award. In this 
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manner the defendant's interests will be 
sufficiently protected while, at the same 
time, securing to the plaintiff its right to 
an interim award. 

Once the court has determined that a 
prevailing party is entitled to attorney 
fees and expenses, then it must approve 
an appropriate amount. Because the cir
cumstances of each case vary, the bill 
commits this decision to the sound dis
cretion of the courts. It is noted, how
ever, that the courts should recognize 
existing standards which have been de
veloped through the years to guide the 
exercise of that discretion. In Johnson 
against Georgia Highway Express, Inc., 
for example, the Fifth Circuit Court of 
Appeals listed 12 factors to be considered 
in determining the reasonableness of 
awards, including the time and labor re
quired, the novelty and difficulty of the 
questions involved, the skill needed to 
present the case, the customary fee for 
similar work, and the amount received 
in damages, if any. These standards are 
discussed at greater length in House Re
port 94-1558 and Senate Report 94-1011, 
which accompanied the 1976 Fees Awards 
Act. 

H.R. 12088 also amends the Civil 
Rights Attorney's Fees Awards Act of 
1976. It would repeal the Allen amend
ment which permits a private defendant 
in tax cases brought by the Government 
to recover attorney fees upon a showing 
that the case was brought frivolously, 
vexatiously, or in bad faith. Senator 
ALLEN himself has expressed his dis
agreement with the court decisions which 
have narrowly construed his amendment. 
H.R. 12088 would correct the deficiencies 
which Senator ALLEN perceives in the 
1976 Awards Act. Because my bill would 
allow taxpayer plaintiffs who prevail in 
suits brought against the United States, 
including those in the tax court, to re
cover their attorney fees, the Allen 
amendment is no longer needed. 

The bill corrects two other deficiencies 
in the 1976 Awards Act. That statute al
lows prevailing parties to recover their 
counsel fees in cases instituted under 
title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
and title IX of the Education Amend
ments of 1972. Together those titles pro
hibit discrimination on the basis of race, 
color, sex, or national origin in certain 
federally assisted programs or activities. 
Title V of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
and the Age Discrimination Act of 1975 
have similar provisions which protect 
the rights of handicapped persons and 
older Americans. H.R. 12088 would add 
these two statutory provisions to the 
1976 act so that civil suits brought un
der them would have the benefit of the 
Fees Awards Act of 1976. I should add 
that I recently joined my good friend 
Chairman PEPPER on his bill which would 
amend the Age Discrimination Act of 
1975 to authorize private suits expressly 
and to provide for attorney fees in such 
actions. 

H.R. 12088 does not repeal any exist
ing statute which permits counsel fees 
to be awarded against the United States. 
There are presently about a handful of 
such acts. They would continue in force. 
If a prevailing party has an option of 
seeking fees under a current statute or 
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under H.R. 12088, such party could 
choose the law under which fees are 
claimed, unless existing law expressly 
prohibited such option. For example, un
der the Social Security Act, 42 U.S.C. 
406(b), the court may award an attor
ney's fee: 
out of, and not in addition to, the amount 
of such past-due benefits. In case of any 
such judgment, no other fee may be pay
able or certified for payment for such rep
resentation except as provided in this para
graph. 

H.R. 12088 would also require the 
Comptroller General to prepare an an
nual report for the Congress which 
would describe the nature and size of 
awards made under the law. This would 
permit the appropriate committees to 
evaluate the implementation of the stat
ute to determine whether any modifica
tions are needed. It would be a useful 
tool in exercising oversight responsi
bilities in this critical area. 

Finally H.R. 12088 continues the exist
ing rule regarding the a ward of costs in 
cases involving the United States. The 
prevailing party, including the Govern
ment, is entitled to recover its costs of 
litigation, such as filing and witness fees, 
certain transcript and deposition ex
penses, and similar items. The bill omits 
the reference to 28 U.S.C. 1920, contained 
in current law, because the courts have 
not restricted the award of costs only to 
the items listed in .section 1920. Dropping 
the reference to section 1920 places the 
United States on an exact parity with the 
private litigant, which was the original 
objective of the 1966 legislation. This 
technical change conforms to the aims of 
the earlier amendment. 

Chairman KASTENMEIER has advised 
me that hearings on H.R. 12088 will occur 
on April '.?6 and 27. Any person interested 
in submitting testimony on this matter 
should contact M.s. Gail Higgins Fogarty 
on the subcommittee staff (225-3926). A 
copy of the bill is inserted in the RECORD 
at this point: 

H.R. 12088 
A bill to amend title 28 of the United 

States Code to authorize the payment of rea
sonable attorney fees and expenses to the 
prevalling party (other than the United 
States) in any civil action brought by or 
against the United States, and for other pur
poses. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) sec
tion 2412 of title 28 of the United States Code 
is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 2412. Costs and attorney fees 

" (a) ( 1) In any ci vii action brought by or 
against the United States, any agency there
of, or any official thereof acting in an official 
capacity, the court having jurisdiction of 
such action (including the Tax Court of the 
United States)-

" (A) may award costs to the prevailing 
party; and 

"(B) may award reasonable attorney fees 
and expenses to the prevailing party (other 
than the United States or an agency or offi
cial thereof), except that the court may 
a.ward reasonable attorney fees and expenses 
to a prevailing defendant only if the court 
determines that the action was brought 
without foundation, vexatiously, frivolously, 
or in bad faith. 

" ( 2) Costs and attorney fees and expenses 
awarded under this section to the prevailing 
party in a civil action shall be pa.id by the 
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opposing party, except that a non-Federal 
litigant joined with the United States as a 
party in such action shall not be liable for 
the payment of attorney fees and expenses. 

"(b) A judgment in a civil action award
ing reasonable attorney fees and expenses 
under this section may include any such 
fees and expenses which were incurred in 
any administrative proceeding which is the 
subject of review in such action or incurred 
ln any appeal or other review of such action. 

"(c) (1) Upon the entry of any order which 
determines substantial rights of the parties 
in a civil action brought by or against the 
United States, any agency thereof, or any 
official thereof acting in an official capacity, 
the court may award interim costs and rea
sonable attorney fees and expenses to the 
prevaillng party (other than the United 
States or an agency or official thereof) if the 
court, upon application of the prevailing 
party, determines that such party is likely 
to prevail on the merits in the action. 

"(2) The court in its discretion may re
quire the posting of a supersedeas bond by 
a prevailing party awarded interim costs and 
reasonable attorney fees and expenses under 
this subsection. 

"(d) Payment of a judgment for oosts and 
reasonable attorney fees and expenses shall 
be as provided in section 2414 and section 
2517 of this title for the payment of judg
ments against the United States.". 

(b) The table of sections for chapter 161 
of title 28 of the United States Code is 
amended by striking out "Costs." in the item 
relating to section 2412 and inserting in lieu 
ther.eof "Costs and attorney fees.". 

SEc. 2. Section 2414 of title 28 of the 
United States Code is amended by inserting 
immediately after the first undesignated par
a.graph thereof the following new undesig
na ted paragraph: 

"At the end of each fiscal year, the Comp
troller General shall submit a report to the 
Congress setting forth the amount of costs 
and attorney fees and expenses awarded dur
ing such fiscal year for payment by the 
United States (or any agency or official there
of) under section 2412 of this title or any 
other pro-;ision of law which authorizes such 
awards. Each such report shall describe the 
nature and amount of the awards, the claims 
involved in the civil action, and other rele
vant information which will aid the Congress 
in evaluating the scope and impact of such 
awards.". 

SEC. 3. Section 722 of the Revised Statutes 
(42 U.S.C. 1988) is amended by striking out 
"or in any civil action or proceeding by or 
on behalf of the Unlted States of America, to 
enforce, or charging a violation of, a pro
vision of the United States Internal Revenue 
Code" and inserting in lieu thereof "title 
V of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the 
Age Discrimination Act of 1975". 

SEC. 4. Nothing in this Act shall affect any 
right of any person to recover costs and 
attorney fees and expenses under any other 
provision of Federal Law.e 

TEXAS UTILITIES COMPANY WINS 
EDISON AWARD FOR LIGNITE USE 

HON. JIM WRIGHT 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, my State 
of Texas sometimes is associated in the 
public mind with oil and gas, and not 
coal. And yet it is going to be necessary 
for utilities in Texas to convert to coal 
for power generation, as must utilities 
in other States. 
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Yesterday marked a significant step 

in that conversion process when the Edi
son Electric Institute presented its Edi
son Award to the Texas Utilities Co. sys
tem for innovative development of lig
nite fuel resources in the generation of 
electricity. The system includes Dallas 
Power & Light Co., Texas Electric 
Service Co., Texas Power & Light Co., 
Texas Utilities Fuel Co., Texas Utilities 
Generating Co., and Texas Utilities Serv
ices, Inc. 

The Edison Award, highest honor of 
the electric utility industry, was pre
sented to T. L. Austin, Jr., chairman of 
the board of Texas Utilities Co. at the 
46th annual convention of the Edison 
Electric Institute, being held in Houston. 

The text of the award reads as follows: 
EDISON AWARD, 1978 

For demonstrated foresight and aggres
sive action in reducing its dependence on 
natural gas from 100 percent of electric 
generation in 1971 to 66 percent in 1977, for 
development of lignite as a low-cost fuel al
ternative, and for conducting exemplary 
reclamation of the land mined for lignite, 
a.ll representing highly constructive steps in 
ma.king the best use of fuel resources, meet
ing energy needs and accomplishing envi
ronmental goals to the benefit of its cus
tomers and its service area., Texas Utilities 
Company System, consisting of Dallas Power 
& Light Company, Texas Electric Service 
Company, Texas Power & Light Company, 
Texas Utilities Fuel Company, Texas Utili
ties Generating Company and Texas Utilities 
Services Inc., is declared the recipient of the 
Edison Awa.rd for 1977.e 

GOVERNOR ROMERO OF PUERTO 
RICO TAKES A LEADERSillP POSI
TION REDUCING UNNECESSARILY 
HIGH TAX RATES AND EN
COURAGING ECONOMIC GROWTH 

HON. JACK F. KEMP 
OF NEW YORK 

·IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, this morn
ing it was reported that our friend, Gov. 
Carlos Romero Barcelo of Puerto 
Rico, will soon proPose a dramatic reduc
tion in individual income tax rates, which 
go up as high as 83 percent in Puerto 
Rico. A key feature of the Barcelo pro
gram is a reduction in the highest rate 
from 83 to 50 percent. He notes that all 
the rates from 50 to 83 percent raise only 
$12 million per year for the Government 
and the Governor expects the increase in 
output which would result from such a 
rate reduction to make up the loss ten
fold. 

This is precisely the same point I have 
made in offering a 30-percent reduction 
in the U.S. tax rates. At present the 70-
to 50-percent rates raise only about 6 
percent of individual income tax revenue. 
But the cost of such high rates is to dis
courage work, investment, and entrepre
neurship so that much more revenue is 
lost than gained. 

I hope my colleagues will read this 
article about Governor Barcelo and join 
us in a similar effort to reduce tax rates 
and restore real growth to our economy. 
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[From the Wall Street Journal, Apr. 12, 1978) 

PuERTO RICO ON THE MOVE 
Believe it or not, one of the most popular 

fellows in Puerto Rico these days is Fred 
Martinez, director of internal revenue. Un
like our IRS director, Darth Vader, who likes 
to tax the wings off files, Mr. Martinez a few 
weeks be.ck let it slip to the San Juan Star 
that his boss, the governor, was planning 
some big tax-rate cuts on persona.I incomes 
to get the island economy off its bottom. 

The Star rhapsodized editorially. After all, 
Puerto Rico has progressive personal tax 
rates that make U.S. rates look benign, rising 
to 83% at the top. A further clinker ls a 
prohibition against separate returns by hus
bands a.nd wives, which any ta.xi driver in 
Sa.n Juan ca.n tell you encourages divorce. 

The only trouble was that Gov. Carlos 
Romero Barcelo ha.d not wanted the news to 
slip out before he ha.d his legislative package 
designed and defensible. He issued a. state
ment denying the Star article, and the Star, 
which is not especially cozy with his Republi
can administration, blasted him editorially 
for not coming through. The populace mut
tered a.bout running Mr. Martinez for gov
ernor. 

But Gov. Romero has now put himself 
clearly in the forefront of the ta.x cutting 
movement. On Monday First Boston Corp. 
hosted a breakfast seminar in Ma.nha.tta.n to 
hear the governor and his economic team 
outline their economic strategy. The wa.ll-to
wa.ll financiers heard Mr. Romero announce 
publicly that come Jan. 1, the legislature 
willing, there will be major reductions in the 
island's personal tax rates. 

This ls cheering news. There a.re still no 
specifics, but we would not be surprised if 
the proposa.l that does go to the legislature 
calls for a cut to 50 % in the top bracket 
a.nd adjustments a.cross-the-board to bring 
the personal rates in line with the main
land's. Economist Arthur Laffer of the Uni
versity of Southern Cs.lifornia., a. consultant 
to Puerto Rican Treasury Secretary Perez, 
has been urging such reductions. The theory 
embodied in the "Laffer curve" is that when 
tax rates a.re too high, reducing them will 
spur the economy and thus actually boost 
government revenue. 

The highest rates-those at the fup of 
the progressive schedule-produce almost no 
revenue for the Puerto Rican government, 
but stand simply a.s a. barrier to productivity. 
What good does it do to a.ttra.ct financial 
capita.I from the ma.inland with business
ta.x holidays when top fiight managerial ta.l
ent fiees the withering steepness of the 
persona.I taxes? Local professional ta.lent bails 
out too, and there's nobody left to pay the 
top rates. 

In 1975, with tota.l isLa.nd revenues topping 
$1.5 billion, the persona.I brackets frt>m 50 % 
to 83 % produced a. mere $12 million for the 
treasury over and above what a top rate of 
50% would have yielded. Secretary Perez 
judges that the economy and tax base would 
expand so handsomely at the lower tt>p rate 
th.at the implied revenue loss of $12 mil
lion would be ma.de up tenfold. 

It's all a.bout time. The currency inflation 
of the la.st several years has been especially 
brutal to Puerto Rico precisely because its 
personal rates a.re so much more prt>gressive 
than the mainland's. The economy has been 
barely limping along, with unemployment 
hovering around 20% for the last few years. 
The preceding Democratic administration 
made matters worse by trying to fight in
fia tion with a 5 % surtax a top all the other 
perSbna.l taxes. Gov. Romero peeled this a.way 
la.st year. 

His commitment Monday to peel the per
sonal rates further ls an important break
through for Puerto Rico. The commonwealth 
is no stranger to tax incentives as a key to 
productivity, but until now it has been to-
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tally preoccupied with luring mainland cap
ital and ma.inland enterprises.1be l~er per
sonal rates for Puerto Ricans will invite in
ternal generation of capital and enterprises. 

The moves will be carefully watched 
throughout the Caribbean, and ought to be 
watched throughout the Third World, most 
of which has tax structures similar to Puerto 
Rico's. R>r that matter, the experiment ought 
to be watched here on the ma.inland too, as 
a controlled experiment, with the Laffer 
curve. If Gov. Romero does cut personal in
come tax rates, especially at the top, and it 
does boost the Puerto Rican economy, we 
all will have learned a great deal a.bout eco
nomic expa.nsion.e 

GREAT REDWOOD COMPROMISE 

HON. DON H. CLAUSEN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
legislation has recently been enacted al
most doubling the size of the Redwood 
National Park. Many 1't.{embers voted for 
this bill under the mistaken idea that 
the redwoods were endangered, and that 
park expansion was necessary to save 
the tall trees. Whiie the environmental 
benefits of park expansion are of dubious 
value, the economic hardship and hu
man suffering this legislation will in
flict upon the people of Humboldt 
County is only beginning to manifest 
itself. 

An article was recently published in 
New Times magazine and reprinted in 
the San Francisco Chronicle. It provides 
some sobering second thoughts on the 
"Great Redwood Compromise." I believe 
my colleagues will find the Points of view 
expressed by the author, Arthur Zich, 
informative and thought-provoking: 

THE GREAT REDWOOD COMPROMISE 
(By Arthur Zich) 

"A triumph for the majesty of redwoods," 
clarioned senate majority whip Alan 
Cranston. 

"A great tribute to the Sierra Club," de
clared Representative Philip Burton, the 
author of the bill in the House. "We now 
have a national park worthy of the name, 
that wm preserve this treasure of trees for 
all humanity and for all generations to 
come." 

And who could argue with that? After 
yea.rs of wrangling, the Redwood National 
Park expansion bill had finally cleared the 
House and Senate and was on its way for 
virtually certain signature by the President. 
No fewer than 48,000 acres has been added 
to the park. The Tall Trees Grove-reposi
tory of the world's first, third and sixth tall
est trees-had been spared the depredations 
of rapacious loggers. Sequoia sempervirens, 
the noblest and most enduring symbol of 
ma.n's concern for the land, had been spa.red. 

Right? 
Well, not exactly. Whatever else the bill 

eventually achieves, it has amply demon
strated that truth ls the first casua.lty of 
politics. 

The bill that rang such winning en
comiums from its authors raises real ques
Humboldt county, an area economically 
bound to the timber industry and already 
bound to the timber industry and already 
beset with a chronic 12-14 percent unem
ployment rate. It removes a sizable chunk of 
the world's finest redwood timberland from 
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the public weal even as the House Agricul
ture Committee warns that the nation will 
soon be facing a critical timber shortage. 
It commits taxpayers to an initial outlay of 
some $400 mlllion and an eventual much 
great expenditure. 

All that might yet be tolerable if the bill 
did what it was supposed to do. Unfortu
nately, the blll of itself does nothing to re
move the threat to the Tall Trees. And beg
ging the congressman's pardon, it does not 
add 48,000 acres of redwoods to Redwood Na
tional Park. 

The unhappy fact is that the threat to the 
Tall Trees comes from gravel deposits in 
Redwood Creek, which flows past the grove, 
and these are already in place-washed down 
from heavily logged, geologically unstable 
upland slopes. Says park superintendent 
George Von Der Lippe, "If all the logging 
operations in the watershed were to stop to
morrow, the threat to the trees, such as it is, 
would still be there." 

As for the redwoods, less than 10,000 acres 
of old growth-the really big trees-are 
among the acreage the Burton bill wlll buy. 
The rest is either young second-growth tim
ber or land that has been logged off entirely. 
The sad truth is that for the foreseeable fu
ture, Redwood National Park will remain the 
ecological B-1 it has always been-only big
ger, more expensive and, in many places, 
uglier. 

Since its establishment in 1968, the park 
has cost $172 million-not quite twice the 
$92 million Congress originally ponied up for 
it, but well over twice the price of all the 
other parks in the national park system com
bined. And it is not paid for yet; some $110 
million is still hanging fire in the courts. The 
park has never drawn near the 950,000 visitor 
days its chief proponent, former Interior Sec
retary Stewart L. Udall, predicted. 

Last year, visitor days totaled a scant 34,-
000--3.6 percent of the projection. That 
placed the park 32nd out of 37 national parks 
in terms of visitors; in terms of campers it 
ranked even lower. "Last year," says Von Dier 
Lippe, "we had 2259 overnights in Redwood 
Creek." 

It was reverence for the redwoods that 
provided the cutting edge for the bill's swift 
passage. But a good deal of that veneration 
was better rooted in rhetoric than it was in 
reality. Contrary to popular notion, Sequoia 
sempervirens is neither rare, fragile nor slow
growing. 

Some 400 million of the trees now stand 
along the 500-mile-long coastal corridor from 
southern Oregon to San Simeon. Botanists 
call it one of the ruggedest trees in the world. 
(It is no sooner cut than the stumps send out 
any number of sprouts, each of which is ca
pabale of soaring into a full size tree.) The 
lumber companies are reforesting redwoods 
at a rate of around three million trees a year. 
And for good, sound business reasons: Se
quoia sempervirens is the fastest growing 
conifer in North America--and its market 
price, even in California, is out of sight. 

It was a bad political compromise that 
brought the park into being. The Sierra Club 
and other environmentalist grcups wanted 
78,000 acres encompassing most of the Red
wood Creek watershed, then owned by Arcata 
National Louisiana-Pacific and Simpson Tim
ber Company, plus the Jedediah Smith, 
Prairie Creek and Del Norte State Parks. 
Congress' $92 million ceiling whittled the 
size down to 28,000 confiscated acres; Cali
fornia refused to donate its parklands. And 
the Tall Trees, whatever serenity they pro
vided for visitors, created one monstrous 
headache for park planners. 

The problem was that the bulk of desired 
old-growth redwoods stood in a clump at the 
mouth of Redwood Creek, while the Tall 
Trees stood alone about eight miles upstream. 
To connect the two, park planners created 
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"the Worm," a narrow strip of parkland run
ning 14 miles upstream and about a quarter
mile out from each of the banks. In effect, 
the park had the creekbed with the Tall 
Trees intact; the timber companies held the 
watershed's uphill flanks. 

To the public, it seemed a. ha.rd-struck 
balance between productive forestry and pris
tine preservation. To the Sierra Club, it was 
only round one. 

The cutting, conservationists charged, 
brought down everything from landslides to 
streamside trees. But their principal con
cerns were two. First, it shattered the aesthe
tic experience of the park: patches of clear
cut hllls above the Worm were denuded, 
scarred and all too visible from inside the 
park; the sometime whine of chain saws, 
crash of trees and rumble of trucks in
truded on the serenity the park was supposed 
to provide. Second, and more ominous, the 
cutting process left barren hills to erode in 
winter rains, sending enormous quantities 
of silt and gravel ca.sea.ding into Redwood. 
Creek, where it piled up on the streambed 
above and alongside Tall Trees Grove. 

The danger was threefold. The gravel build
up might be swept along on the periodic 
floods that inundate the Grove and gradually 
tear away the Tall Trees' bark and the life
sustaining cambium layer beneath. The floods 
might leave a dump of gravel around the 
trunks, which would in effect suffocate the 
trees. Or the creekbed gravel might cause the 
water table to rise beneath the trees, and 
drown their root systems. 

The industry cried: Not so. But the state 
agreed, at least to the extent of tightening 
up on logging operations in the area. In 
1974, the California Forest Practices Act--the 
toughest logging law in the nation-went 
into effect. And over the next two years the 
timber industry was foced into "voluntary 
agreements" with state and federal authori
ties that further restricted its autonomy. 

Henceforth, wherever possible, timber men 
had to use cable-yarding instead of old trac
tor-yarding harvesting techniques. This 
meant that fallen trees would be slung on 
overhead cables to truck landings instead of 
being dragged by earth-gouging tractors. 
Clear-cut sites were strictly limited in acre
age; adjacent stands would not be harvested 
for a minimum of three years. Within five 
years of a. harvest, a logged-off piece of land 
had to be covered with three-year-old seed
lings. "If those seedlings don't take the first 
year," says Fred Henschen, 40, the forester 
in charge of Louisiana. Pacific's big tree nurs
ery near Little River, you'd better get your 
butt out replanting the next year or you'll 
soon be breaking the law." 

The measures are working. "It's true," says 
park chief Von Der Lippe. "There's been a. 
great deal of improvement in timber logging 
in this area." But the Sierra Olub and re
lated environmentalists scented all-out vic
tory-and went for it. A flood of scarifying 
pamphlets poured out of environmentalists 
offices, complete with grisly photos of logged
off land, out-of-context excerpts from scien
tific studies, and the solemn, treacly poetry 
of Friends of the Earth chief David Brower. 
The thrust of it all: the timber men were cut
and-run land rapers; the redwoods were in 
imminent danger, the situation was critical. 

It made good copy; it gave arm-chair 
environmentalists an uplifting cause that 
required neither thought nor action. And 
logging was undeniably ugly until second
growth took hold. But this view ignored 
several pertinent considerations. Over the 
previous decade, the cut-and-run land rapers 
had invested $160 mi111on in new plant facill
ties in the area. The Sierra Club scheme 
meant seizure of thousands of acres of im
mensely productive property-p;rivate prop
erty at that. And there were alternatives.e 
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MONTHLY LIST OF GAO REPORTS 

HON. JACK BROOKS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, the 
monthly list of GAO reports includes 
summaries of reports which were pre
pared by the staff of the General Ac
counting Office. The February 1978 list 
includes: 

NATIONAL DEFENSE 

Additional Cost Of The All-Volunteer 
Force. FPCD-78-11, February 6. 

Opportunities Exist l"or Substantial Sav
ings In Administration Of Military Skill 
Training Programs. FPCD-78-13, Febru
ary 14. 

Management And Use Of Army Enlisted 
Personnel-What Needs To Be Done. FPCD-
78-6, February 16. 

Can The Army Provide Logistic Support 
For Its Troops In A Conventional Defense 
Of Free Europe? LCD-77-208, February 16. 

Status Of The Navy's Vertical Short Take
off And Landing Aircraft. PSAD-78-61, Febru
ary 23. 

Can The Army's $2.8 Billion Program To 
Modernize The CH-47 _ Helicopter Be Im
proved? PSAD-78-18, February 24. 

Analysis Of Department Of Defense Un
obligated Budget Authority. PAD-78-34, 
January 13. 

Analysis Of The Need For Additional Fam
ily Housing At The Navy's Trident Subma
rine Base. CED-78-49, February 9. 

Philadelphia Naval Regional Medical Cen
ter Is Badly Deteriorated And Unsafe. LCD-
78-301, February 17. · 

Questionable Practices Of The Milltary 
Minor Construction Program. LCD-77-356, 
February 14. 

Letter reports 
How the Air Force awards contracts for 

repairing J75 afterburner cylinders. PS~ 
78-78, February 16. 

Work measurement system for real prop
erty maintenance used by the U.S. Army in 
Europe is of little value; improvements _sug
gested. LCD-78-312, February 16. 

The Navy should make sure that incentive 
provisions in noncompetitive contracts moti
vate contractors to keep costs at a mini
mum: the case of a contract awarded to 
Lockheed for two submarine tenders and 
related items. PSAD-78-82, February 21. 

Answers to questions about the Reserve 
Officers Training Corps. FPCD-78-17, Feb
ruary 23. 

Operation of housing on Walker Air Force 
Base, Roswell, New Mexico, by the Roswell 
Housing Authority. LCD-78-309, January 25. 

INTERNATIONAL AFFAmS 

Impact On Trade Of Changes In Taxation 
Of U.S. Citizens Employed Overseas. ID-78-
13, February 21. 

How The United States Can And Should 
Improve Its Funding Of International Joint 
Commission Activities. ID-78-10, February 8. 

Improved Management Needed Over The 
Agency For International Development's Op
erating Costs. ID-78-15, February 14. 

East-West Center-Progress And Problems. 
ID-78-11, February 15. 

The American University In Cairo: Alter
natives For U.S. Government Support. ID-
78-20, February 17. 

GENERAL SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY 

NASA's Resource Data - Base and Tech
niques For Supporting, Planning, And Con
trolling Programs Need Improvement. PSAD-
77-78, May 19, 1977. 
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The Maritime Administration's Evaluation 

Of The End Products Of Research And De
velopment Contracts With Private, Profit
making Firms. PSAD-78-4, January 27. 

ENERGY 

The Magnitude Of The Federal Solar 
F.nergy Program And The Effects Of Different 
I.evels Of Funding. EMD-78-27, February 2. 

Better Planning Needed To Deal With 
Shifting Regional Energy Demand. EMD-78-
35, February 22. 

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 

Improved Formulation And Presentation 
Of Water Resources Project Alternatives Pro
vide A Basis For Better Management Deci
sions. CED-78-42, February 1. 

Letter reports 
The Department of the Interior should 

improve the accuracy of its recording and re
porting of accounts receivable and improve 
followup actions on delinquent accounts. 
FGMSD-77-66, February 3. 

Advantages and disadvantages of au
thorizing general water resources develop
ment plans rather than individual projects. 
CED-78-41, January 30. 

AGRICULTURE 

How Good Are School Lunches? CED-
78-22, February 3. 

Opportunities FOr Improving Internal 
Auditing In The Department Of Agriculture. 
CED-78-28, February 9. 

Letter report 
Progress of Agriculture's attempts to im

prove the national gain Inspection system 
hampered by slow acquisition and training 
of staff. CED-78-23, February 27. 

COMMERCE AND HOUSING CREDIT 

New Interstate Truckers Should Be 
Granted Temporary Operating Authority 
More Readily. CED-78-32, February 24. 

Ways To Increase The Number, Type, And 
Timeliness Of 8(a) Procurement Contracts. 
CED--78-48, February 1. · 

TRANSPORTATION 

Is The Administrative Flexibility Originally 
Provided To The U.S. Railway Association 
Still Needed? CED-78-19, February 22. 

Linking The Americas-Progress And Prob
lems Of The Darien Gap Highway. PSAD-78-
65, February 23. . 

Letter reports 
Recommended changes in the Federal Avia

tion Administration's proposed regulations 
setting noise limits for supersonic aircraft. 
CED-78-52, January 31. 

Use of helicopters by the Coast Guard to 
provide emergency medical services in inland 
areas. CED-78-54, February 10. 

Information on the Coast Guard's account
ing system. CED-78--35, January 10. 

COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

The District of Columbia Needs A Program 
To Identify Vacant Houses And Get Them 
Back On The Market. GGD-78-25, February 
22. 

Stronger Federal Enforcement Needed To 
Uphold Fair Housing Laws. CED-78-21, 
February 2. 

Letter reports 
How planned reorganization of the De

partment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment will affect the State of Kansas. CED-
78-53, February 13. 

Problems encountered in construction of a 
HUD-sponsored multifamily housing project 
in Naugatuck, Connecticut. CED-78-40, 
January 31. 

The Department of Housing and Urban 
Development should determine the extent 
of construction problems in Government 
subsidized housing projects. CED-78--39, 
February 14. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
HEALTH 

Need To Improve Administration Of A 
Carcinogen Testing And Carcinogenesis Re
search Contract. HRD-78-44, February 10. 

The Consumer Product Safety Commission 
Has No Assurance That Product Defects Are 
Being Reported And Corrected. HRD-78-48, 
February 14. 

Actions Needed To Improve The Nutrition 
Program For The Elderly. HRD-78-58, 
February 23. 

Letter reports 
Review of financial arrangements for and 

procedures followed in setting up the May 
1977 White House Conference on Handi
capped Individuals. HRD-78-47, February 1. 

Reasons for errors in HEW's listing of 
physicians and group practices receiving over 
$100,000 in Medicare payments. HRD-78--32, 
February 7. 

How the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare is carrying out requirements 
governing the use of Federal funds to pay 
sterilizations. HRD-78-74, February 27. 

INCOME SECURITY 

The Social Security Administration Needs 
To Improve Its Disablllty Claims Process. 
HRD-78-40, February 16. 

Number Of Newly Arrived Aliens Who Re
ceive Supplemental Security Income Needs 
To Be Reduced. HRD-78-51.), Febr11ary 22. 

VETERANS BENEFITS AND SERVICES 

Further Actions Needed To Resolve VA's 
Educational Assistance overpayment Prob
lem. HRD-78-45, February 17. 

Constructing New VA Hospital In Camden, 
New Jersey, Unjustified. HRD-78-51, Febru
ary 6. 

ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE 

The FBI's System For Managing Investi
gative Resources And Measuring Results
Improvements Are Being Ma.de. GGD-78-1, 
February 15. 

U.S. Attorneys Do Not Prosecute Many 
Suspected Viola.tors Of Federal Laws. GGD-
77-86, February 27. 

Handgun Control: Effectiveness And Costs. 
PAD-78-4, February 6. 

What Can Be Done About Overcrowding In 
Long-Term Federal Correctional Fa.cillties. 
PAD-78-50, February 10. 

Housing Federal Prisoners In Non-Federal 
Facilities Is Becoming More Difficult. GGD-
77-92, February 23. 

GENERAL GOVERNMENT 

Voting Rights Act-Enforcement Needs 
Strengthening. GGD-78-19, February 6. 

Personnel Restrictions And Cutbacks In 
Executive Agencies: Need For Caution. 
FPCD-77-85, February 9. 

Improvements Needed In Processing Civil 
Service Retirement Claims. FPCD-78-10, 
January 30. 

Problems With Federal Equal Employment 
Opportunity Guidelines On Employee Selec
tion Procedures Need To Be Resolved. FPCD-
77-54, February 2. 

The Federal Government's Bill Payment 
Performance Is Good But Should Be Better. 
FGMSD-78-16, February 24. 

Accounting FOr Automatic Data. Processing 
Costs Needs Improvement. FGMSD-78-14, 
February 7. 

A Range Of Cost Measuring Risk And Un
certainty In Major Programs-An Aid To 
Decision-Ma.king. PSAD-78-12, February 2. 

The General Services Administration's 
Consumer Information Center. LCD-78-412, 
February 2. 

Lea.sing Of Social Security Administration 
District And Branch Offices By The Genera.I 
Services Administration. LCD-78-313, Feb
ruary 7. 

Audit Of Financial Transactions Of The 
Sergeant At Arms For The 12 Months Ended 
June 30, 1977. GGD-78-40, February 28. 
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Audit Of The Stationary Revolving Fund 

For The Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1977. 
GGD-78-33, February 22. 

ms Can Improve Its Programs To Collect 
Taxes Withheld By Employers. GGD-78-14, 
Fe brua.ry 21. 

Letter reports 
Can the concept of "full funding"-provld

ing funds for the total estimated cost of a 
program a.t its outset-be applied to more 
programs and activities in the Federal 
budget? FGMSD-78-18, February 23. 

The Genera.I Services Administration 
should consider expanding the size of Its 
internal audit staff. LCD-78-315, February 16. 

Activities of the House of Representatives' 
Office Equipment Service for the year ended 
June 30, 1977. GGD-78-4, February 21. 

GENERAL PURPOSE FISCAL ASSISTANCE 

Impact Of Antirecession Assistance On 15 
State Governments. GGD-77-69, February 22. 

Impact Of Antirecesslon Assistance On 16 
County Governments. GGD-77-60, February 
22. 

Impact Of Antirecession Assistance On 21 
City Governments. GGD-77-70, February 22. 

The Federal Government Should But 
Doesn't Know The Cost Of Administering Its 
Assistance Programs. GGD-77-87, February 
14. . 

Letter report 
Impact of small quarterly payments of 

a.ntirecesslon assistance-under $2,00~n 
the a.blllty of governments to provide basic 
services and reduce unemployment. GGD-
78-30, February 22. 

FEDERAL PROGRAMS FOR AMERICAN INDIANS 

More Federal Efforts Needed To Improve 
Indians' Standard Of Living Through Busi
ness Development. CED-78-50, February 15. 

Controls Are Needed Over Indian Self
Determination Contracts, Grants, And 
Training And Technical Assistance Activities 
To Insure Required Services Are Provided 
To Indians. CED-78-44, February 15. 

The Bureau Of Indian Affairs Needs To De
termine How Well Its Indian Training Pro
gram Is Working And Assist Tribes In Their 
Training Efforts. CED-78-46, February 13. 

Bureau Of Indian Affairs Not Opera.ting 
Boarding Schools Efficiently. CED-78-56, Feb
ruary 15. 

Questionable Need For All Schools Planned 
By The Bureau Of Indian Affairs. CED-78-55, 
February 15. 

Information On Organization Of The In
dian Education Resources Center. CED-
78-57, February 15. 

Tribal Participation In The Bureau Of In
dian Affairs Budget System Should Be In
creased. CED-78-62, February 15. 

More Effective Controls Over Bureau of In
dian Affairs Administrative Costs Are Needed. 
FGMSD-78-17, February 15. 

Letter report 
How effective ls coordination of Bureau of 

Indian Affairs activities with other Federal 
agencies? CED-78-47, February 8. 

The Monthly List of GAO Reports and/or 
copies of the full texts a.re a.va.ila.ble from the 
U.S. Genera.I Accounting Office, Distribution 
Section, Room 4522, 441 G Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20548. Phone (202) 
275-6241.• 

INFLATION: A NOTE TO MR. CARTER 

HON. JAMES T. BROYHILL 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. BROYHll.aL. Mr. Speaker, the 
President recently issued an anti-infia-
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tion statement which was long on rhet
oric and short of real substance. The 
American people were expecting more 
than they received in his message. Infla
tion is creating a terrible burden on all 
the people in our country. 

For example, if a person earned $10,000 
last year and just received a 10 percent 
pay increase, he should not go out and 
spend that extra $1,000. After taxes and 
infiation erode the raise, the taxpayer 
will have only $102 in a real wage in
crease. Let us look at an example of a 
man and wife who both work and their 
combined earnings were $20,000 last 
year. If they should receive a combined 
raise of $2,000, they will have only $231 
in a real wage increase. 

Those are two examples found in a 
study on the effects of Federal taxes and 
inflation on wage increases condu_cted by 
the United States League of Savings 
Association. 

To put it bluntly, salary increases and 
proposed tax reductions will not even 
keep up with inflation and higher social 
security taxes. When the added taxes re
sulting from the passage of the energy 
program, if it is ever enacted by the Con
gress are added into the overall picture, 
the situation worsens. 

Huge deficits, costly Government reg
ulations, more bureaucracy-these are 
just a few of the causes of inflation, but 
they are causes which we can do some
thing about. I hope that each Member 
of Congress will keep that in mind dur
ing the days ahead. 

Recently, I read an article, "Inflation: 
A Note to Mr. Carter," by Vermont Roy
ster in the March 22 edition of the Wall 
Street Journal. I believe that my col
leagues will find it to be of great inter
est as inflation continues to be the No. 1 
problem facing this country today: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 22, 1978) 

INFLATION: A NOTE TO MR. CARTER 

{By Vermont Royster) 
I read in the papers that you and your 

economic advisers are puzzled by the sag
ging stock market and the collapsing dollar 
abroad and are urging everybody not to 
worry. 

After all, the stock market is supposedly 
a concern only for the rich and nobody un
derstands it anyway. As for the drop in the 
dollar on foreign exchange markets, that af
fects only firms doing business abroad, a 
few Gis in West Germany and some tourists 
who might better spend their money in this 
country. Besides, business is good, employ
ment is up and the inflation rate last year 
was only 6 percent. 

I have even read that some in your ad
ministration think there's good to come 
from the declining dollar. It's supposed to 
help stimulate exports. 

But there are mill1ons of people all over 
this country who, I'm afraid, view these 
matters differently. These are the people
and their name is indeed legion-who have 
their little stake in union pension funds or 
who have just tucked away some money in 
savings accounts or who have bought U.S. 
savings bonds on a payroll deduction plan. 

They are not rich people. They may not 
be clever enough to see the interconnection 
between that sagging stock market, the de
clining dollar abroad and our domestic in
flation. They are simply good, hard-work
ing thrifty people who would like to have 
something for their old age besides Social 
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Security. But they can see clearly enough 
what's happening to them. And they can 
feel the pain. 

Consider, to begin with, an individual 
who only five years ago thought he had a 
tidy nest egg in a union pension fund in
vested in American business. Five years ago 
confidence in America led him to expect his 
share in that fund would grow and he could 
look forward to the future Without worry. 

Quite the opposite has happened. In the 
intervening five years his share in that re
tirement fund has shrunk, not grown. 

The shrinkage varies, but every fund I 
know of that has invested in the stocks of 
American business has shrunk. In one of the 
better managed, for one example, the loss 
in market value between December 31, 1972, 
and December 31, 1977, has been 10.3%. 
Others have fa.red worse. 

SOME ECONOMIC JARGON 

That loss is shared by each individual 
member of such a. fund: His nestegg is 
smaller than it was five years a.go. In the 
jargon of the economists he has suffered a 
negative compound interest rate, which is 
a fancy way of saying he has lost more money 
each year. 

That should tell you what the sagging 
market has done to the ordinary pensioner
never mind what it has done to the rich. 
It may also give you an idea why people 
aren't rushing to invest in American busi
ness. In fact, the small investor has long 
since fled the stock market. From that you 
can deduce why ca.pita.I formation is at such 
a worrisome low point and business is having 
to increase debt, rather than equity, to get 
money to replace equipment or for expansion. 

That may strike you as puzzling, since in 
terms of dollars the earnings of most com
panies last year increased; why shouldn't 
that attract investors? The reason is that 
even unsophisticated people can · see that 
those greater number of dollars apparently 
earned really buy less, whet~er or not they 
understand the earnings "deflator" that 
Charles Shultz computes over at the Eco
nomic Council. 

In fact, the dollar loss in his pension fund 
isn't the only thing that has happened to 
the poor participant. Because of inflation, 
present dollars will buy only 68.4% of what 
those 1972 dollars bought. So in that par
ticular example cited above, those 10.3 % 
fewer dollars are worth only 68 cents each 
in the grocery store. That makes the poor 
pensioner's true loss of purchasing power well 
over a third, or about 38 % . 

If you take a longer span of time, say 10 
years, the theft by inflation ls worse. The 
dollar b111 at the end of 1977 bought only 
about 57 percent of the same dollar in 1967. 

Of course that affects not only those who, 
by pension funds or otherwise, have suffered 
in the stock ·market. Consider, for a different 
example, an individual who put his savings 
in a bank or savings and loan. 

In some cases he thinks he is earning as 
much as 7 percent interest, which sounds 
like a lot. But on that 7 percent he has to 
pay taxes of 14 percent at the minimum rate: 
for someone with a modest $6,000 taxable in
come the tax is 20 percent. 

Thus even the minimum income tax rate 
reduces his apparent interest return to zero: 
That ls, it just a.bout equals the loss of his 
dollars' purchasing power at a 6 percent in
flation rate. If he's paying 20 percent or more 
in taxes he's going backwards at a rapid rate. 
He doesn't have to be very sophisticated to 
understand he's in a bind. 

But what has all this to do with that other 
vexing problem, the decllne of the dollar on 
foreign exchange markets? 

For a clue, ask yourself why any for
eigner-Japanese, German or Arab oil 
sheik-would want to hold U.S. dollars. 
There's only one answer: for what those dol-
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lars will buy of U.S. goods. Either the original 
holder intends to buy U.S. goods or sell his 
dollars to someone else who does. Either way, 
their value depends ultimately upon their 
purchasing power in this country. 
· With the purchasing value of the dollar 
steadily decllning in our own country, why 
should we expect foreigners to be eager to 
buy or hold them? If it weren't for what's 
happening to the dollar at home we'd have 
less trouble with all those oil payments that 
so worry you. If it continues to decline we'll 
have worse trouble. Already the OPEC coun
tries have begun to mutter about no longer 
accepting payment for their oll in dollars. 

In short, everyone who has trusted the 
U.S. dollar-be he foreigner, pensioner or 
ordinary citizen-saver-feels cheated. That 
takes the mystery out of many things, from 
the stock market to the foreign exchange 
markets. 

LONG-STANDING POLICIES, BUT 

I am well a.ware that all these troubles 
can't be laid at your door. They a.re the con
sequence of long-standing policies reaching 
back to three Presidents before you, and the 
worst inflation occurred before you came to 
office. 

But when you were running for President 
the country had the impression you were 
deeply concerned a.bout all this. People 
thought you intended to do something a.bout 
the size and cost of government, about the 
taxes this levied upon the people, about the 
inflationary effects of having to create money 
and credit to pay for huge deficits. They 
thought you would lift the burden of all this 
from the hard-working and thrifty, a class 
which includes those who labor as butchers, 
bakers and candlestick makers. 

What we seem to have got instead is bigger 
government (that monstrous Energy Depart
ment), more costly government {a spending 
budget of over $500 b1111on), a vastly bigger 
deficit {over $60 billion) which assures con
tinued inflation. Under the guise of Social 
Security payments this middle class even got 
a big tax increase, With more to come from 
your energy bill. 

It may be, as we are told, that despite all 
this, future inflation can be held to "only" 
6%. But even at that rate, as Dr. Schultze's 
computers can tell you, a 30-year-old will see 
the present dollar worth little more than a 
dime by the time he thinks of retiring at 65. 
He'll have to run very fast to keep ahead on 
his life insurance, his pension, his savings. 
If we have another eruption of double-digit 
inflation, he'll truly face a scary ride on a 
rollercoaster. 

My guess is that people, here and abroad, 
a.re still bull1sh on America. I think they ex
pect to see the stock market rise 916ain, the 
dollar resume its trusted place in the world, 
their savings once more secure aga!Ilfot ero
sion. At least they want to believe that with 
good leadership we will surmount these trou
bles as we have past ones. 

But there is no puzzle about the stock 
market or the declining dollar, and it's no 
wonder people worry in the middle of the 
nlght.e 

CRIME SUBCOMMITTEE TO HOLD 
THffiD HEARING ON CIGARETTE 
BOOTLEGGING 

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, the Sub
committee on Crime of the House Com
mittee on the Judiciary has scheduled 
its third hearing on H.R. 8853, 
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H.R. 10066, H.R. 10807, and related bills 
which address the problem of rack
eteering in the sale and distribution of 
cigarettes, for April 19, 1978, at 1:30 p.m. 
in room 2237, Rayburn House Office 
Building. 

The purpose of this hearing will be to 
take testimony from the Members of 
Congress who have sponsored the major 
legislation on the subject of cigarette 
bootlegging. 

Those Members wishing to testify or 
to submit a statement for the RECORD 
should address their requests to the 
House Committee on the Judiciary, Sub
committee on Crime, 207-E Cannon 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
20515 <telephone: 202, 225-1695.) • 

WHAT IS THE SOUL OF AMERICA? 

HON. ELFORD A. CEDERBERG 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, what 
makes some countries great and power
ful and others less fortunate has been 
a topic of debate for centuries. Over the 
years, political philosophers have at
tempted to determine why countries re
peatedly rise to power only to fall back 
into the wells of mediocrity. History has 
taught us many lessons that, if under
stood by countries such as America, could 
enable us to avoid the same pitfalls that 
eventually engulfed other world powers. 

Mr. Vincent Murray, a long time Mich
igan resident and graduate of Manhattan 
College and the University of Detroit, re
cently addressed these subjects in a 
speech before the School of Government, 
Inc., in Detroit. I would like to take this 
opportunity to share with my colleagues 
his very timely words of wisdom: 

"WHAT IS THE SoUL OF AMERICA?" 

It is most fitting that your fine civic 
organization pauses between the birthdays 
of America's two gr.ea.test leaders to reflect 
on our nation's beginnings, its history, a.nd 
its future. It has been said that, "Eternal 
vigilance is the price of liberty," a.nd it is 
groups such as yours that must educate a.nd 
inform on the responsibilities of good 
citizenship. 

When the Declaration of Independence wa.s 
completed a.nd a.bout to be announced to the 
world, a. colonist in Philadelphia. stopped 
Benjamin Franklin as he was leaving Inde
pendence Hall. He asked Franklin, "What 
have you given us, Sir?" He replied, "We 
have given you a Republic-if you can keep 
it!" Franklin meant exactly tha~-It was 
up to all of us to maintain our government. 
Well, more than two centuries later the Re
public still stands, not a perfect instrument, 
but by far the finest ever devised since the 
dawn of history for the government of a.n en
lightened citizenry. The key word there is 
"enlightened" because our government works 
best when the people actively participate 
and study its workings. And 1! it ever ceases 
to work, it is solely because we, the people, 
have not done our part. At times in our his
tory its existence has been sorely tried by 
wars, racial strife, economic crises, labor tur
bulence, corruption, and social upheavals. 
we have not come easily to the present posi
tion of world leadership. The soul of Amer
ica has been shaped and molded in the ideals 
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of the founding fathers, in the tolls a.nd sac
rifices of our pioneer ancestors, in the blood 
of heroes in world-wide wars, in the day-to
day life of ordinary people following ordinary 
pursuits, in our churches, our schools and 
in our homes. 

How important is the soul of America? It 
ls more important to the nation, its welfare, 
and its survival than our entire nuclear 
arsenal, or our lndustrlal might, or our m111-
tary forces. The wlll, the character, the na
tional purpose, the self-discipline of our peo
ple count more than any tangible physical 
assets in the determination of our history 
and our future. That fact ls proven by the 
rise and fall of world powers through-out 
history. 

Some of us here can readily think back to 
the Spring of 1940. An invincible army stood 
behind a.n impregnable defence network, the 
Maginot Line. It was the largest, best
tralned, finest-equipped military force in 
Europe, and it was considered by all m111tary 
experts as a guarantee of security for France 
against all blows from the German forces. 
But what happened when the first blow 
came? Within a few weeks the political 
framework of France collapsed, and the m111-
tary machine was ground to pieces with 
hardly a single major battle or a significant 
number of casualties. What had brought 
about such a debacle? To understand a.11 the 
complex reasons why, and at the same time 
learn why the same thing could happen to 
us, it ls highly recommended that you resd 
"The Collapse of the Third Republic," by 
W1111am L. Shirer. He has sklllfully traced 
the roots of France's fall from greatness. 
Summed up briefly, it gives evidence of a. 
nation so Ia.eking in national wm, so weak
ened by moral decay, and so divided within 
itself, that the soul of France had died. Ger
many did not win a mmtary triumph, it was 
handed one. 

Then in the summer of 1940 the scene 
shifted a few miles across the English Chan
nel, where Great Britain stood alone, lso
late·d, and almost unarmed, having aban
doned its weapons on the beaches of Dun
kerque. Britain's lifelines acros.s the Atlantic 
and through the Mediterranean were under 
siege by the German U-boats, her cities were 
being pounded by the Luftwaffe almost 
dally, a.nd her industrial machine was being 
destroyed. By every rational mmtary stand
ard Britain was already whipped, and fur
ther resistance seemed both futlle and coun
ter-productive. But the fierce pride in their 
heritage, the tenacity of its island people, 
the eloquent exhortations to "blood, sweat, 
ton, a.nd tea.rs" by Winston Churchlll, moti
vated Britons to a strength and will that 
surpassed all understanding. In the battle of 
France, the once-great French nation had 
lost its soul. But only a few weeks later the 
Battle of Britain found the soul of that na
tion. To paraphrase Shakespeare the British 
taunt to German fury was: "Lay On!" And 
that defiance did not falter untll final vic
tory, five long years after their "darkest 
hour." 

There ls your study in contrasts-and the 
American nation has endured parallels to 
the British achievement of the 1940's. George 
Washington led a ragtan-army against the 
finest trained a.nd equipped troops of the 
world's most powerful empire, in the Ameri
can Revolution. Despite years of defeats, the 
desertion of thousands of troops, the be
trayal by high commanders, the lack of basic 
resources and weapons, Washington's in
spired leadership brought about the final 
victory and the creation of our national free
dom. Then the founding fathers went to 
work to set up the "finest constitution ever 
framed by the hand of man" as Edmund 
Burke termed it. The basic premise of both 
the Declaration of Independence and the 
Constitution was that our freedoms are de-
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rived from our Creator and not from men. 
Thomas Jefferson stated it in these words: 
"The God who gave us life, gave us liberty 
a.t the same time". That recognition of the 
Almighty as the source of our basic rights 
ls not only part of every great document of 
our heritage, it also appears in the writings 
of Washington, of Lincoln, of Dwight Elsen.
hower, and a host of other great national 
leaders. 

The origins of our freedoms are extolled 
in our national hymn "America" which 
sings out its final verse: 

"Our fathers God to Thee 
Author of liberty 
To Thee we sing; 
Long xnay our land be bright 
With freedoms holy light 
Protect us by Thy might 
Great God, our King." 

Similar references to this nation "under 
God" a.re found in the National Anthem, in 
"America, the Beautiful", and in our Pledge 
of Allegiance. Who can doubt that this great 
tradition of freedom under God has shaped 
the character and fundamental essence of 
the soul of America? 

It certainly shaped the determination of 
Abraham Lincoln to wipe out the institution 
of slavery, even at the cost of a great civil 
war. And it guided his thoughts for the rec
onc111at1on of the Republic after the tor
ments of that war, a mission which he was 
never to carry out because of the assassin's 
·bullet. 

Despite the crimes of the Reconstruction 
era, the nation finally did overcome the bit
ternes.s and division to march forward to 
the new Promised Land. Yes, many of us are 
not fa.r removed from other lands, but just 
as the Pilgrims in 1620 landed at Plymouth 
Rock seeking religious freedom and human 
dignity our forebears came to America in 
later years for those same goals. Their wel
come to this land has been given from the 
base of the Statue of Liberty; 

"Give me your tired, your poor, your 
huddled masses, yearning to be free. The 
wretched refuse of your teeming shore, send 
these; the homeless, tempest-tossed to me. I 
lift the lamp beside the golden door." 

All of those millions of immigrants have 
shaped the character and the soul of Amer
ica. In the 20th century America not only 
became the refuge for so many oppressed, 
it also extended itself in two World wars to 
liberate many other lands from the oppres
sor. And after both conflicts it put forth its 
bounty and wealth to restore and feed the 
war-ravaged lands, and even the nations 
whose armies had marched against us, Ger
many, Italy, Japan. That magnamlty, a.nd 
willingness to forgive, sprang from the soul 
of America. 

But great nations do not always remain 
constant in their loyalty to the national 
character that brought them to greatness. 
Witness the Roman Empire which lasted a 
thousand years as master of the known 
world. By its own internal moral decay and 
its 1nab111ty to continue as a world leader, 
it collapsed under the blows of the barbarian 
hordes. The same fate has overtaken many 
other powerful nations and empires 
throughout history. Even in our own time 
we have witnessed the decline of great pow
ers from their eminence. Can we regard the 
sad plight of Britain today as anything but 
a tragic contrast to the epical months of 
1940 when "so many owed so much to so 
few?" W111 the dictatorship of Marxism soon 
engulf France, Italy, Spain and Portugal? 
Wlll Canada. toss away its national unity 
and its role as a model of democracy for 
small nations? 

And 1! all those nations can lose their 
souls, what about the land we love? Can we 
continue to. divide our country, class against 
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class, race against race, "haves" against 
"have-nots?" Can we recklessly fight for "lib
eration" of individual groups already free 
and equal by law? Can we seek ever higher 
scales of earnings without regard for eco
nomic productivity, inflationary conse
quences, and disastrous impact upon the 
body-politic? Can we demand an ever-in
creasing piece of an ever-d1m1nish1ng pie? 
Can we fiy_ ln the face of the Creator by our 
ever-rising crime, corruption and moral de
cay? Will the blessings which this Republic 
has enjoyed be continued by a just God? 

If we forget the sacrifices and labors that 
brought us to our present position, how long 
can our nation endure? Are the youth of our 
land ready to fight and even to die to pre
serve this great heritage? You can be cer
tain that the youth of China, of Russia, of 
Cuba, of Vietnam, are ready to do so. How 
will we meet that challenge? We cannot 
wait for the blow to strike to frame our 
strategy. If our national wlll, our discipline 
and our courage are not plain to our foes, 
they will strike with a fury that this land has 
never felt before. We have to rediscover the 
greatness of America, find the soul of our 
nation, rekindle the torch of liberty, return 
to the things that shaped the national re
solve in past crises. 

When historians chronicle the record of 
these years, will their judgment be that 
America's decline from greatness started in 
our generation? Danger signs are all about 
us, and to continue on the present road is to 
"proceed at our own risk." How long can 
special interests or petty groups be allowed 
to force submission from the government by 
blackmail tactics, or violence, or economic 
anarchy? Government of the people must 
function for the common good not the pri
vate benefit of a minority. Our nation has 
lost much of the sense of community and 
neighborliness that gave life meaning and 
purpose in earlier years. 

The courts have as.sumed a role never con
ceived by the founding fathers. Many of the 
ideals of majority rule with full considera
tion for minority rights, have been negated 
by the new powers assumed by the courts. 
They have made the schools of our land 
pawns in the struggles of segments of our 
society. And where the people who founded 
this nation certainly had put the Creator 
and His laws into the educational structure, 
the rule by courts has removed both. There 
is no longer reverence for a higher being, or 
a higher law, anywhere in our scheme of 
education. In fact there ls hardly any real 
education left in the public schools. That 
is evident when academic illiterates are be
ing graduated from high schools, and forced 
to be accepted in universities under quotas 
imposed by the courts. 

All of these trends are causing the peo
ple to lose confidence in their government, 
to lose respect for their leaders, and to ab
stain from the governing process. So we are 
starting to forget Franklin's admonition: "a 
republic-if you can keep it!" The soul of 
our nation ls at stake. When will we turn 
back from the road to our destruction? 
While we are faltering, America's foes are 
gathering strength. They witness our domes
tic torments, and delight in what they see. 
Are we counting on our "Maginot Line" to 
save us? 

When the blow comes, will our disintegra
tion be as rapid and as complete as the col
lapse of France? In the past few minutes 
many questions have been posed-the an
swers are not mine to give. They have to 
come from the national wm, from the na
tion's soul, and from our firm reliance on 
the God of our Fathers. For the Book of 
Proverbs has told us: 

"Righteousness exalteth a land, and sin ls 
a reproach to its people."e 
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F. JOSEPH (JIGGS) DONOHUE 

HON. EDWARD P. BOLAND 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, F. Joseph 
(Jiggs) Donohue, the former president 
of the Board of Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia, and for years a 
noted figure on the national political 
scene, passed away last week in his 
adopted city of Washington. 

A native son of Massachusetts, he came 
to Washington after World War I to at
tend Catholic University, received his 
law degree, and later taught at the uni
versity's law school. He served as a spe
cial prosecutor for the Justice Depart
ment in the late 1940's and was Assistant 
Director in charge of enforcement in the 
Office of Price Stabilization during the 
Korean war. 

President Harry S. Truman appointed 
him to the board of commissioners of the 
District of Columbia in 1951, and he 
served in that position with distinction 
and enthusiasm, fighting for racial tol
erance, an end to segregated schools, 
and home rule for the District of Co
lumbia. 

Mr. Speaker, I include with my re
marks an editorial in the Washington 
Post of April 6, 1978 in tribute to Jiggs 
Donohue: 

F. JOSEPH (JIGGS) DoNOHUE 

Few partisan residents of this community 
look back with much fondness on the years 
when the District was entirely under the 
colonial thumb of Congress, with three presi
dentially appointed commissioners installed 
in cl ty hall to mind the store as well as their 
municipal Ps and Qs. But if ever there was 
an exciting respite in the District Building 
back then, it was the two-year run of F. 
Joseph (Jiggs) Donohue as a commissioner 
and eventually as president of the board of 
commissioners. Mr. Donohue, who died here 
Tuesday at the age of 78, promptly won the 
hearts of Washingtonians with a nonstop 
barrage of blarney, boosterism and remark
ably gutsy speeches in behalf of this city 
and its rightful desire for a measure of self
determinatlon. 

Mr. Donohue never was content to be a 
mere caretaker in the District Building. He 
plunged in q,uickly-making more than 400 
speeches in his first year, initiating weekly ra
dio and television reports to the people on 
the doings of government and encouraging 
citizen participation in their restricted local 
franchise. There was the time in February 
1953, for example, when Mr. Donohue was sit
ting as a spectator at a session of the Senate 
District Committee, listening to members 
rattle off their ideas on how the city should 
be run. After they had finished, he was asked 
1f he had anything to say. He proceeded to 
accuse Congress of "studied neglect" of the 
city, noting that the burden had become one 
that taxpayers could "no longer continue to 
endure." 

Mr. Donohue also spoke bluntly to the 
senators about the racial makeup of the city 
and its connection with the denial of voting 
rights here: "We look like Americans and 
dress like Americans. We pay taxes like Amer
icans. When war comes we fight like Amer
icans. But we have no rights as Americans 
either to vote for our local municipal officers, 
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or to vote for the president or vice president 
of the United States." 

With characteristic fervor, Mr. Donohue 
campaigned for larger federal payments to 
the city, improved personnel procedures, an 
end to segregated schools, greater economics 
development and home rule. Though his in
terest in home rule later turned to opposi
tion, he wlll be remembered most for his 
stout devotion to the city at a time when 
it counted a great deal-and for bringing to 
the District Building the vitality it needed 
to press on for better local government.e 

DOUBLE STANDARD ON HUMAN 
RIGHTS 

HON. ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, I 
am most concerned over the apparent 
double standard which the Carter ad
ministration is applying toward the vari
ous Third World countries. In particular, 
I find the administration's human rights 
policy vis-a-vis the various Marxist dic
tatorships in Africa to be wholly incon
sistent with its actions toward Brazil, 
Chile, the Philippines, and South Korea. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to bring to 
the attention of my colleagues the fol
lowing editorial by Messrs. Evans and 
Novak which deals with the Carter ad
ministration's human rights policies. 

The editorial follows: 
DOUBLE STANDARD ON HUMAN RIGHTS 

The state of Jimmy Carter's global human
rights campaign in its second year was re
flected on his recent visit to Nigeria. There 
a vague, supercautious intimation that even 
African nations sometimes abuse their citi
zens was barely kept in his speech. 

The original version of Carter's April 1 
speech in Lagos contained a more candid 
statement opposing human-rightsviolations 
in Africa. But Richard Moose, assistant sec
retary of state for African affairs, fought to 
get it out. Presidential speechwriter James 
Fallows fought back, and the result was a 
watered-down compromise. 

No such caution was shown at the Presi
dent's previous stop in Brazil, which, like 
Nigeria, ls under military rule. Carter did not 
hesitate to mention human-rights differences 
with the Brazilians and conferred with 
Roman Catholic Cardinal Paul Arns, a lib
eral dissenter against the regime. 

The contrast ls no accident. After ea.riv 
anti-Soviet emphasis, the Carter human~
rights crusade has taken this peculiar course: 
While pulling no punches in assailing anti
communist dictatorships for their human
rights transgressions, Washington often looks 
the other way at abuses by neutralist dicta
torships-particularly in black Africa. 

That fits the global strategy charted by 
ideological young policymakers at the state 
Department but offends other liberals in the 
administration. "It gets hypocritical when 
we're attacking Brazil and Chile but close 
our eyes to human-rights violations in 
Africa," one presidential aide told us. 

He and others did not believe Carter should 
ignore such violations on a continent where 
there is mass murder ~n Uganda, slave labor 
in Equatorial Guinea, political repression In 
a dozen other countries and freedom almost 
nowhere. So the draft of his Lagos speech 
contained a statement that, without men-
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tioning Uganda or any other country by 
name, condemned what goes on. 

But that violated the policy, sculpted by 
Moose and U.N. Ambassador Andrew Young, 
of courting black Africa at any price (in
cluding rejection of moderate biracial solu
tions in southern Africa). Moose contended 
that single statement would doom the pres
ident in Africa. 

That's when speechwriter Fallows, a liberal 
young journalist from Texas, stepped in. 
There were reports he threatened to resign, 
though well-informed presidential aides ten 
us it never got that far. He finally managed 
to get these two watery sentences through 
Moose's censorship: "Our concern for human 
rights extends throughout this continent and 
throughout the world. Whatever (the] ideol
ogy or the power or the race of a government 
that abuses the rights of its people, we op
pose those abuses." No names mentioned, of 
course. 

The Moose-Fallows clash was !ought with
out appeal to Carter, but the president him
self is not immune. On April 2, he admitted 
to a press conference he had not mentioned 
Uganda's egregious Gen. !di Amin or his anti
human-rights outrages to Lt. Gen. Olusegun 
Obasanjo, Nigeria's chief of state. 

The president next declared "gratitude" 
that "the organization of African states" has 
condemned "black leaders" who "deprive 
persons of human rights." In fact, last year's 
meeting of the Organization of African Unity, 
which we attended, lionized !di Amin and 
issued not one word of criticism against 
atrocities in Uganda or anywhere on the 
continent. 

Carter wound up equating the United 
States and Nigeria in making "every effort to 
enhance human rights." Actually, non-ideo
logical Freedom House calls Nigeria "partly 
free" and gives it a 5 rating in political rights 
out of a worst possible 7 (worse than Brazil's 
4). The president was comparing the U.S. to 
a country where public executions are held, 
where American newsmen are excluded and 
where m111tary rule stlll prevails. 

Why that extraordinary treatment for Ni
geria? One cynical, high-ranking U.S. official 
says there is a "three-letter answer": oil. But 
far more important than dependence on 
Nigeria as the second-largest oil supplier of 
the United States is its supposed leadership 
role in black Africa. If Nigeria wants to talk 
about the Cuban expeditionary force or black 
African repression, that is not viewed by 
Young, Moose & Co. as too large a price for 
friendship. 

That actually supports the traditionalist 
view that foreign policy cannot be based 
strictly on human-rights performance. But 
why a double standard for leftish black Af
rica and rightish Latin America? Since it ts 
hard to argue enlightened self-interest, the 
suspicion arises that ideological preferences 
at certain levels of the State Department 
now shape foreign policy, just as they did 
the speech at Lagos.e 

DEATH OF FORMER CONGRESSMAN 
J. HARDIN PETERSON, SR. 

HON. ANDY IRELAND 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

•Mr. raELAND. Mr. Speaker, I wanted 
to join with my colleagues from Florida 
in their sadness over the death of former 
Congressman J. Hardin Peterson, Sr. 

Congressman Peterson represented the 
central west coast area of Florida for 18 
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years, spanning the time through the 
Great Depression and World War II. As 
chairman of the House Public Lands 
Committee, Mr. Peterson initiated the 
creation of the Everglades National Park, 
which has proved to be of immeasurable 
enjoyment not only to Floridians, but to 
all Americans. 

Peterson also served as special counsel 
to the Territory of Guam; special coun
sel for the West Coast Inland Navigation 
District; and county solicitor and prose
cuting attorney for Polk County. 

He had also served as city attorney for 
the cities of Lakeland, Lake Wales, Frost
proof, Hillcrest Heights, and Highland 
Park, Fla. 

When he died, he left a wife, two chil
dren, grandchildren, and a record of 
long and devoted service to society. 

The following article is a typical ex
ample of the esteem in which he was 
held in the area in which he served: 

J. HARDIN PETERSON 

The day J. Hardin Peterson died, the New 
York Times ran a major story on the strides 
Florida has made in protecting the environ
ment. 

Those two events Tuesday amount to some
thing of an eerie coincidence-for Peterson 
was a recognized Florida environmentalist 
back in the days when that word wasn't in 
the dictionary. 

James Hardin Peterson Sr. left Lakeland 
for Washington in 1933. He had just been 
elected Polit County's congressman in the 
U.S. House of Representatives. In those days, 
this was one of the country's largest con
gressional districts, stretching from Marion 
County in North Florida to the Dade County 
line in South Florida. 

Polk County was no stranger to the halls 
of Congress when Peterson arrived. Herbert 
J. Drane of Lakeland-the man Peterson de
feated by a mere 117 votes--had been a Con
gressman since 1917. Park Trammell of Lake
land, who had previously been governor, was 
serving as a United States senator. 

Those were difficult times for the republic 
in '33. The depression was at its worst; 
banks were closing, the unemployed were 
standing in breadlines, and there was wide
spread despair that this country might never 
recover from its economic paralysis. 

Under Franklin Delano Roosevelt's lead
ership, Peterson had a hand in shaping the 
eventual recovery from the depression-a 
feat in itself. But his singular achievement 
was the creation of the Everglades National 
Park, which had its beginnings in the House 
Public Lands Committee under Peterson's 
chairmanship. For his efforts on behalf of 
Florida's environment, he received a citation 
from the National Audubon Society, a Flor
ida Wildlife Conservation Award, and was 
honored by the National Conference of State 
Parks. 

Environment wasn't his only interest. He 
was a member of the House-Senate confer
ence committee which drafted the GI B111 
of Rights. He was a trustee of the National 
Trust of Historical Preservation, was board 
chairman of the Florida Heart Association, 
and served as special counsel to the Territory 
of Guam. Upon returning to Lakeland, he 
was involved in a myriad of civic pursuits. 

During his later years, in his frequent ad
dresses to local organizations, he would tell 
an opening story: "They've been recently 
repairing me. I have cataracts in one eye 
and have recently acquired a hearing aid. A 
few minutes ago the battery went out. But I 
was able to hear my introduction as a 
'great statesman'." 

To some, Peterson may have been a 
"great statesman." To others, he was merely 
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a hard-working lawyer who served this dis
trict well in Congress for 18 years; who 
served his community for years thereafter. 

When he died Tuesday, at the age of 84, 
he left what many men leave, a wife, chil
dren and grandchildren, and what most men 
don't leave-a record of service to his fellow 
humans. 

But in leaving the Everglades National 
Park, J. Hardin Peterson belongs in the elite 
class which has given a lasting gift to gener
ations to come.e 

ONE OF AVIATION'S REAL PAPPYS 

HON. DALE MILFORD 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. MILFORD. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to join the many friends of Pappy 
Spinks in wishing him a very happy 72d 
birthday. 

Pappy is one of our Nation's true pio
neers in Aviation and one of the most 
facinating and colorful aviators I know. 
A self-taught pilot and present owner 
of the Oak Grove Airport, Pappy has 
been :fiying airplanes since he was 16. 

I share Pappy's interest in :flying and 
building airplanes. I too have built my 
own airplane and can appreciate the 
success and satisfaction he must have 
felt as a teenage boy learning to :fiy an 
airplane he himself had built. 

From his early barnstorming years in 
1923, he has enjoyed an exciting career 
as an aviator. I place this article written 
by Barbara Holsomback of the Fort 
Worth Star Telegram in the RECORD at 
this point: 

EARLY BARNSTORMING YEARS SHAPED FW 
AVIATOR'S CAREER 

(Editor's note: This is "Pappy" Spinks' 
72nd birthday. He was given a surprise party 
Sunday at Oak Grove Airport attended by 
friends from throughout the country. A heli
copter towed a sign reading "Happy Birth
day, Pappy" and he had a cake shaped like 
the airport.) 

M. H. "Pappy" Spinks Sr. has a sign in his 
office at Oak Grove Airport that reads, "God 
does not deduct from man's al'lotted time the 
hours spent fiying." 

If God did, Spinks would have discovered 
the fountain of youth because he's been tly
ing since 1922 when he was 16. It was that 
year Spinks soloed in the plane he bullt from 
junk parts of a Curtis Wright JN-4D 
(Jenny). 

The wealthy Fort Worth aviator has had a 
flamboyance for controversy from the time 
he started smoking cigarettes at six until 
recently when the training of Ugandan 
pilots at his airport put him in the national 
spotlight. 

Spinks got his first look at an airplane 
when pioneer aviator Cal Rogers landed his 
plane at a Fort Worth airport during a pub
licity tour for a soft drink company. 

"When I saw the plane I ran to the air
port," Spinks said. "My mother and father 
came after me in their horse and buggy. That 
day I told (my parents) I was going to be an 
airplane driver." 

At the close of World War I, Spinks bought 
all the surplus airplane parts he could find, 
but there were not enough to construct a 
complete airplane. Undaunted, he obtained 
"Jenny" drawings from U.S. Army. "I won't 
say I got them legally or illeg·ally," he said. 
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He started making plans to build an air

plane half the size of a stands.rd Jenny. His 
junior high school teacher let him work on 
the modifications in mechanical drawing 
class. 

"I was learning far more from that than 
following the regular curriculum," he said. 
"AH my life I was an extremely curious per
son, but nev:er a good student. They (the 
teachers) went too slow for me." 

While he was completing the airplane 
drawings he was "constructing the thing" at 
home in his ba.rn. Spinks used hand tools and 
equipment he borrowed from school to shape 
exotic woods into the parts he was not able 
to get from the Army. 

"My father objected (to the project), but 
my mother was for it and was my helper," 
he said. It took him one full year to finish. 
"After the plane was completed, my father 
put the wings in the hayloft and forbid me 
to use them." 

But his father's efforts to stall his fiying 
dreams were only successful for several 
months. At that time there were no manuals 
on ftying. The Army provided the only 
schools. So Spinks started learning to fiy by 
trial and error. 

"I'd taxi the airplane around every week
end, after school or any time I wasn't in 
school. This went on until I'd fiown the 
plane 200 hours. If I didn't have any money 
for gas, I'd drain some out of the cars at 
home." 

Finally on a fall day in 1922 Spinks soloed 
50 feet above the ground. He had not intend
ed to fiy so high, but lifted the plane skyward 
to avoid a fence, trees and houses. "I made a 
low circle and slowly descended to a landing," 
he said. "Once I got within a few feet of the 
ground I was in home territory because that's 
where I'd been ftying all those months." 

The teenager continued his fiying until he 
tore up a wing by crashing into ·a car. "I 
never rebuilt it (the Jenny)," Spinks said. 
"But from that time until now I've never 
been without an airplane. I've been without 
an auto and food, but not an airplane." 

At 17 he went into business at Aviation 
Gardens where he and his partners joined a 
growing number of barnstormers. 

"We charged people $5 a head to take them 
for a ride, $2 if it was hard times," he sai~; 
"We'd cram two into an airplane at a time. 

From then until World War II Spinks 
"worked all kinds of jobs," usually two or 
throo at once. He purchased his first "modern 
aircraft," a Curtis Wright Pusher, in 1935 
and was required by the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration to demonstrate his solo 
ability under the direction of a. flight 
instructor. 

It was in that airplane he hunted chicken 
hawks for ranchers a.round Abilene. "I 
charged a. $1 bounty for ea.ch chicken hawk 
I shot with a shotgun," Spinks said. "When 
I'd shoot one I'd throw a. yellow ribbon, tied 
to a rock, over the side of the plane. The 
ranchers counted the ribbons to see how 
much they owed me." 

·ouring World War II he taught aviation 
cadets to fiy as a clvillan instructor for the 
U.S. Army Corp civ111an contra.ct school. "I 
was too old to join the Army," Spinks said. 
"I never completed college, but I have passed 
tests to teach in universities." 

He did just that during the war when he 
joined the physics department faculty at 
TCU. Through the yea.rs, Spink's reputation 
has grown in the aviation field and he stop
ped counting fiying hours at 5,000. 

In 1966, when he was 60, he became inter
ested in aerobatics. "Aerobatics is the opera
tion of an aircraft with high precision and 
at unusual altitudes," he said. "This is not 
an air show, but the pilot ls graded on his 
a.b111ty to control the aircraft during pre
determined maneuvers." 

"I joined the Aerobatics Club of America. 
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when the U.S. Aerobatics Team was always 
down at the bottom in world competition. I 
got tired of us being the hindmost." 

Within four years he became president 
of the aerobatics club and saw the U.S. team 
capture the world Aerobatic Championship, 
largely due to his efforts and after he built 
the Spinks Akromaster, a low-wing mono
plane used in the aerobatics competition. 

Today the father of a six-year-old son 
said, "I'm ready to retire." But if the number 
of phone calls coming into his office on the 
day he was interviewed by a. Star-Telegram 
reporter is any indication, Spinks hasn't 
slowed down too much. 

He not only owns Oak Grove Airport, but 
is chairman of the boa.rd of Spinks Indus
tries. 

"Crazy about the TV show 'Saturday Night 
Live,'" Spinks tapes each of those shows, 
works out in his gymnasium and has "really 
a little doctor's office" nea.r his home. "These 
are my hobbies," he sald.e 

COLUMNIST DISCUSSES MINNE
SOTA'S RECREATION AREA 

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, the 
Boundary Waters Canoe Area is cur
rently the most widely discussed and 
controversial issue in my home State of 
Minnesota. 

I expect that this House will shortly 
consider legislation providing for the fu
ture management of the area. 

Outdoors Editor Hank Kehbom of the 
St. Paul Pioneer Press devoted his column 
last Sunday, April 9, 1978, to an analysis 
of the controversy and its impact on the 
people I represent in this House. 

Hank's column is one of the best jour
nalistic analyses of the issue I have seen. 
It expresses the sentiments of Minne
sotans and of other Americans whose 
ways of life, economic welfare, and recre
ational opportunities are threatened by 
what Hank calls "absentee environmen
talists and an absentee landlord-Uncle 
Whiskers." 

The impact of eliminating current 
summer and winter recreational use of 
the BWCA will be enormous in both mon
etary and human costs. The additional 
layer of bureaucracy contained in legis
lation initially approved by a House sub
committee last week would impose an in
tolerable and unnecessary yoke on the 
people of the area. 

Kehbom does not attempt to analyze 
the monetary cost, but he does off er an 
unusually sensitive understanding of the 
effect of this legislation on people. In 
that spirit, I commend Hank Kehbom's 
column to my colleagues: 

ABSENTEES CALL SHOTS ON BWCA 
If you have been following the Boundary 

Waters Canoe Area (BWCA) issue, it must 
be apparent by now northern Minnesotans 
don't know from borscht when it comes to 
wilderness areas. 

It is obvious "wiser" heads prevail in such 
wilderness areas as the concrete canyons of 
New York City, Washington, D.C., St. Paul 
and Minneapolis and even Los Angeles. 

Like it or not, the recreational future of 
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the BWCA is in the hands of absentee en
vironmentalists and an absentee landlord
Uncle Whiskers. 

Like a doting parent, the absentees are 
determined to dictate the life-styles of res
idents, and visitors, to a 1,030,000 area. of 
Minnesota which contains some 1,076 lakes 
and 1,200 miles of canoe routes. 

Led by such veterans of the wilderness as 
Rep. Bruce Vento of St. Paul, Rep. Donald 
Fraser of Minneapolis and Rep. Phillip Bur
ton of California, the absentees envision a 
private playground for the young of heart 
and strong of back. 

This protectionist attitude eliminates the 
BW9A (Ban Woman, Children, Adults) from 
usage by the handicapped, the very young 
the aged and the weekend user. 

There is no need to go in to the economic 
impact. 

That is for those who labor on the fi
nancial pages. However, it would be safe to 
say if protectionists have their way the 
BWCA will become an attraction as the na
tion's first wilderness ghetto. 

It will become an isolated island despite 
Congressional hot air which promises a gold
en age because of compromise and promises 
of peripheral or portal privileges. 

There is no such thing as compromise. It is 
a word often bandied a.bout by politicans 
who suddenly find themselves on the hot 
seat. 

The feeling is Burton-Vento-Fraser are 
very confused, not only about what wilder
ness is, but also about what Americans want 
in the way of outdoor recreational oppor
tunity. 

They seem to be unaware that designs. t
ing lands a.s federal wilderness areas, and 
then filling the cup until it runneth over 
with restrictions, will not really increase 
the type of recreation they seem to seek. 

Class legislation, opening the BWCA to 
young bucks with 75 pound packs and a 
canoe to match while shutting off all motors 
and closing resorts and homes, apparently is 
the answer to whatever these asphalt 
dwellers seek. 

Yet, and this most certainly must hold 
true for the Burton-Vento-Fraser triumvi
rate, the word "wilderness" conjures up 
visions of virtually everything but true 
wilderness. 

To many, Yellowstone National Park is a 
"true wilderness" despite the fact it does not 
fit any of the criteria for such a designation. 

To be honest, most Americans are also 
confused, not only about what a wilderness 
is, but also about what most want when it 
comes to recreation. 

The BWCA, left as it is, serves a. purpose, 
for a wilderness is whatever an individual 
believes it is-an area which offers an oppor
tunity to get a.way from the rat race. 

To restrict this area to a. "chosen few" be
cause they are blessed with strong backs and 
sturdy legs is to deny the equal rights ot 
thousands upon thousands of others less 
fortunate. 

To many of us there was a. time when a 
sojourn into BWCA country, laden with pack 
and canoe, presented no problem. It was a 
time when "living off the land" was a rugged 
and enjoyable challenge. 

However, as the forest ages so do its in
habitants. The challenge is no longer attain
able for some inhabitants. The forest, to be 
enjoyed, is still attainable. 

But is it? 
A visit to the BWCA today, because of the 

many restrictions, demands the use of a 
Philadelphia. lawyer as a guide. 

The one-time visitor is faced with a "long
term reservation system," filled-up entry 
points and disappointment during holiday 
weekends or more popular months of 
summer. 
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Perhaps that is as it should be. Control 

ls the name of the game whenever Uncle 
Whiskers steps in to run the store. 

However, it is time Uncle Whiskers and 
his clerks quit listening to powerful absentee 
environmentalists and permitted the local 
help to run the business-at least to some 
degree. 

It is time to quit thinking total protection 
and give more thought to multiple use which 
will provide commercial and recreational op- -
portunities compatible with wise land 
management. 

Preservationists want all logging and min
ing stopped, all motors (outboard and snow
mobile) banned, all resorts ad homes closed 
and all hunting halted. 

Wiser, but not much wiser, heads have pre
vailed but only to the extent political re· 
prisal lurks in the shadows. 

There is no argument mining is compati· 
l>le. It is not. It should be banned. 

Outboard motors or snowmobiles? 
Perhaps my hearing isn't what it used to 

be, but even in my younger days I cannot 
recall the sound of an engine, even on the 
most remote lake in the BWCA, ever shat
tering my serenity or whatever it was I was 
seeking back in the boonies. 

Logging? 
Preservationists are spouting a philosophy 

that favors natural processes. unaltered by 
man, to be superior to wise management, 
failing to recognize trees must be harvested 
for the benefit of man and wildlife. ' 

Just how logging is to be controlled is 
open to debate but it is obvious to all but 
the preservationist we must retain variety 
and diversity and use our forests for the 
benefit of all. 

Preserve. tionists see nothing wrong with 
trees dying of old age or disease, or even 
being consumed by fire-as long as the tree's 
demise is by natural forces. 

Some have even gone to the extreme of 
advocating natural fires be allowed to burn 
through thousands of acres of the BWCA 
without any attempt to stop it. 

This, they say, is nature's way. 
That may have been so when Columbus hit 

the beach but it would hardly be wise man
agement today. 

Although I may be persuaded to listen to 
arguments concerning commercial logging 
with its profit motivation, there is no recon
c1Ung another aspect of forest manage
ment-the perpetuation of habitat needed 
to sustain wildlife native to the BWCA. 

There is universal agreement (except by 
preservationists) that deer cannot survive 
in a forest environment comprised mostly of 
old trees, where food has grown out of reach 
and a canopy prevents sunlight from reach
ing the forest ground to nurture young trees. 

Obviously, preservationists do not fully 
comprehend what happens to the land-and 
the forests-and are unknowingly setting up 
a confiict which will ultimately destroy the 
things they profess to love most. 

Regardless of what they preach, multiple
use management of the BWCA provides for 
recreational use and encourages wildlife 
habitat improvement, resulting in a happy 
marriage and a wise use of the environment. 

Perhaps it is time our august legislators 
took a long, hard look at absentee environ
mentalists and their plans for Minnesota. 

Minnesotans today-through the dictates 
of Uncle Whiskers• agents in that mausoleum 
called Congress-are already te111ng us 
where we can or cannot hunt ducks, harvest 
wild rice and even where to fish or not to 
fish. 

It is even being suggested it is wrong to 
fish and hunt in wilderness areas because it 
"upsets the natural ecosystem." 

The only thing this whole mess upsets is 
my stomach. 

Don't write to me. Write to your Congress
man.e 
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FOOD, DRUG TESTS BECOME A 
BITTER PILL 

HON. CHARLES H. WILSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 
e Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Speaker, all of us are con
cerned that the food we eat, the medi
cines we use, and the substances we come 
in contact with, be free from hazardous 
side effects. 

Yet, in determining what materials 
are safe, and which are not, the Federal 
Government has constructed a maze of 
regulatory agencies, which produce quite 
often, conflicting or contradictory con
clusions. 

Until uniform, responsible and realis
tic testing procedures are established, 
the public will continue to look in bewil
derment at all the conflicting data avail
able on the food, medicines and house
hold products that all must use. 

I submit for the RECORD a copy of a Los 
Angeles Times article, "Food, Drug Tests 
Become a Bitter Pill." American indus
try has come a long way since the day 
when Theodore Roosevelt, after reading 
Upton Sinclair's "The Jungle," fought 
for the first pure food and drug laws. The 
responsibility for marketing safe prod
ucts must not be lost in a maze of pro
cedures. 

FOOD, DRUG TESTS BECOME A BITl'ER PILL 
(By Robert C. Toth) 

WASHINGTON.-The American public shows 
signs of becoming as exasperated as the old 
Irish woman whose doctor took away one af
ter another of her pleasures until she ex
ploded: "Soon ye'll be taking away me 
dying!" 

Sa.ccharin, hair dye, cured meats like ba
con, even drinking water have been cited 
within the last year as causes of cancer-at 
least cancer in small animals fed large doses 
of suspect chemicals. 

The presumption is that these chemicals 
also cause cancer in humans when taken in 
normal doses. But there are two tenuous 
steps in that reasoning-going from large to 
small doses, and from lower to higher species. 
Moreover. the test animals used usually are 
chosen be<lause they are cancer-prone. 

But acting on presumption, government 
regulators move to ban or restrict such 
chemicals. The public-seeing fam111ar prod
ucts taken off their tables or out of their 
medicine cabinets and being unpersuaded at 
best by the evidence-appears to ha.ve be
come increasingly skeptical and incredulous, 
particularly when test results and govern
ment actions cost consumers money and in
crease their anxiety, or worse. 

Some horror stories: 
In 1972 childrens• sleepwear was ordered 

treated with flame-retardant chemicals, rais
ing sleepwear prices 20 % . Last year the 
chemicals were banned because they can be 
absorbed through the skin and ca use cancer. 

ce.rtain spray adhesives were banned when 
a researcher reported that their use by preg
nant women could cause birth defects in 
babies. Seven months later the ban was re
scinded. But in those seven months, some 
doctors said they recommended abortions to 
exposed women who were worried. 

Two testing laboratories and a drug com
pany were found to have distorted, even in
vented, test results. This "creative penman-
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ship" included reporting that a la.rger num
ber of animals were tested than actually 
were. Sometimes tests were designed to hide, 
rather than find, dangerous side effects of a 
drug or pesticide, according to reports to 
Congress by the Food and Drug Adminis
tration and the Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

The first alarm of this kind, the Great 
Cranberry Scare of 1959, was blamed on the 
pesticide, amitrole, whose cancer-causing 
ability is still unproven, according to Ed
ward W. Lawless, author of "Technology and 
Social Shock." 

"The major evidence (of carcinoienity) is 
still a footnote in a preliminary report of a 
study," he writes. and is "still controversial." 

There is no undisputed case in which a 
chemical was found to cause cancer in test 
animals and, when exposed human groups 
were examined, also was found to cause can
cer in man. Saccharin may become the first 
if a recently announced $1.4 million 18-
month study finds a correlation between 
bladder cancer and the sweetener's use. 
Several smaller-scale studies on man have 
been equivocal. 

Observers, in and out of government, claim 
that the government's "bear-hug of protec
tion" has become so stifling that reaction 
has set in. If so, that might help explain the 
defeat last week in the House of Represent
atives of a bill to create a new Consumer 
Protection Agency, atop the 33 existing 
agencies that have among them about 1,000 
consumer-oriented programs. 

Three years ago, Rep. John B. Anderson 
(R-Ill.) supported the measure, but last 
week voted against it. "The grass roots 
doesn't want it," he said. "They regard the 
government as a faceless bureaucratic in
trusion in their lives." 

Even the regulators admit they are in 
trouble. "There is a crisis of confidence in 
testing procedures and in regulation as well," 
said Dr. Donald Kennedy, the new commis
sioner of food a.nd drugs. 

Skepticism extends beyond the public into 
the ranks of experts. Dr. Emil M. Mrak, 
Chancellor Emeritus at UC De.vis and an 
authority on food chemistry, was said to 
have bought huge Jars of saccharin when the 
FDA moved against it so he would have an 
uninterrupted supply. 

"Not true," Mrak said in a telephone in
terview. "I did that with cyclamate, the 
earlier sweetner, when FDA banned it in 
1970. But I would have done it with sac
charin, too." 

Once a radical, Mrak is now viewed as a 
conservative in the field. He was among the 
first to urge tests on at least two different 
animal species, rather than just one, before 
a chemical or drug could be labeled safe for 
humans. 

This concept was finally accepted "but now 
they can me an industry man because I 
think things have gone too far." Mrak said. 

"We should apply more common sense in 
these cases, a better weighing of risks and 
benefits, fewer outright bans and more warn
ing labels, perhaps." 

Mrak and others belteve there are thresh
olds below which chemicals do no damage or 
that any such damage is quickly repaired. 
But the government. partly because of the 
way the laws are written, operates as if there 
was no safety threshold. 

Mrak also objects to testing with massive 
doses of chemicals and then extrapolating 
down to low dosages, as in the saccharin 
tests. In those tests, rats were fed diets con
sisting of 5 percent saccharin, a huge amount 
comparable to a man drinking 800 bottles of 
diet soda a day. 

"You upset the whole metaboltc process 
CY! the animal and weaken it with such 
doses," Mrak said. "It's almost bound to have 
some adverse effect." 
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FDA officials insist that large doses alone 
will not cause cancer in animals. Large doses 
may poison it but will not cause the genetic 
changes inside cells that are characteristic 
of cancer, according to several studies. 

A test of 120 pesticides and industrial 
chemicals given to mice in large doses found 
that only 11 caused tumors, according to FDA 
science director Richard Bates. "And these 
chemicals were not randomly "selected," he 
emphasized. "The majority were picked (for 
testing) because they were already suspected 
of causing cancer." 

Officials like Bates approach their regula
tory responsibllities by seeking the most 
valid and practical scientific tests as the basis 
for their action. 

To regulate the risks of food additives, 
drugs and environmental pollutants for hu
mans, the most valid tests would be those 
done on humans. This ls impossible for 
ethical reasons, but it also is impractical. 
Cancer takes as long a.s 40 years to show up. 
Many people might be dead from other causes 
before tests bore results. 

Large primates like chimpanzees, even dogs 
and cats, would be next most suitable. But 
they cost too much to be fed and housed 
for their lifetimes. 

So researchers favor rats, mice, hamsters 
and other small, short-lived, easily man
aged creatures that can be inbred to be ge
netically identical, generation after genera
tion. 

Stlll, it costs on average $750 to $1,000 per 
rodent per study. Each study requires at 
least 200 animals-half receive the chemlcalt 
half get identical treatment except no chem
icals-and a full study costs at lea.st $150,000. 
Hundreds, perhaps thousands of such studies 
are conducted each year. 

To further cut costs, large doses of the 
chemicals are used rather than small natural 
occurring doses. With small doses, many 
thousands of animals would be needed to ftnd 
one case of cancer. With saccharin, for ex
ample, 180,000 rats would have to be fed at 
a dose level comparable to one diet soda a 
day-rather than at the 800-a-day level o:t 
the test-to find one animal with bladder 
cancer. 

And to increase the chances of finding 
carcinogens, the experiments use animals 
with a high natural cancer rate. (To use 
normal animals would risk missing a. carcino
gen, researchers say.) Such animals usually 
are prone to cancer in only certain organs, 
however, and are used for tests of chemicals 
that are suspected of causing cancer in other 
organs. 

Thus, the National Cancer Institute's fa
vorite mouse strain, B6C3Fl, has an average 
spontaneous tumor rate of 15 percent in the 
liver of male animals. It would be USed to 
test a. chemical suspected of ca.using stoma.oh 
cancer, and so forth. 

The average na tura.l cancer rate can vary 
greatly, however, according to Dr. Cipriano 
Cueto, a. Cancer Institute toxicologist: The 
B6C3Fl mouse, with the 15 percent average, 
had shown a. 55 percent spontaneous tumor 
rate a.t one time, he said. It is almost as 
if the strains are so highly inbred that they 
get cancer lf looked at cross-eyed, he 
acknowledged. 

Mathematics, however, compensate for 
using cancer-prone animals-or so it ls be
lieved. To obtain a real rather than chance 
result, statisticians insist that a test be 95 
percent reliable-which means if it was re
peated 100 times, the result would be the 
same 95 of those times. 

This standard is very demanding. Consider 
test groups of 50 animals ea.ch. If three 
animals in the control group get cancer nat
urally, eleven in the group receiving the 
chemical must get cancer for the test result 
to be considered significant and real. Ten 
tumorous animals are not enough in this 
case. Obviously, much rides on whether one 
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or two animals, more or less, get cancer out 
of a rather small test population. 

Regulators would like to have more evi
dence than that on which to base policy 
decisions affecting hundreds of millions o:t 
people. If not more evidence, they would 
like more assurance that the evidence they 
have is valid. 

To this end, at a former germ warfare 
arsenal in the rolling hllls south of Little 
Rock, Ark., the National Center for Toxi
cological Research is completing a five-year, 
multimillion-dollar study to determine 
whether scientists can extrapolate from large 
to small doses, can use small test popula
tions of animals and answer a host of other 
questions about testing procedures that dis
turb researchers as well as the public. 

The center jokes a.bout being "the biggest 
mouse factory in the world," and outside 
scientists refer to the study as a "mega.
mouse"-meaning million-mouse-test. In 
fact, precisely 24,192 mice have been used, 
divided into 60 different groups of atµmals 
fed varying amounts of a chemical and sac
rificed for examination over various periods 
up to a lifetime. 

"It was the largest test ever done on dose
response relationships," Dr. C. D. Jackson, 
director of the center's carcinogenesis divi
sion, said in an interview. "We looked at 
how soon tumors developed, whether we 
could sacrifice the animals early or had to 
let them live out their lives, and so on." 
Test results are expected later this year. 

The center also is seeking other systems 
in which to test for chemicals that cause 
cancer, genetic changes, and birth defects. 
One possibility ls a cell mixture which will 
undergo mutagenesis-genetic changes-in 
test-tube conditions. If it works, it could 
eliminate much of the costly animal testing. 

But toxicology today is an imprecise sci
ence, and the suspicion ls that politicians 
have been oversold, perhaps by themselves, 
on using it as the basis for regulating food 
additives, drugs, cosmetics, environmental 
pollutants and other chemicals affecting 
man. 

Different chemicals a.re toxic to different 
degrees. Some are stronger carcinogens than 
others. Some endanger larger populations 
than others. 

Saccharin is a. weak carcinogen and if only 
a small population was exposed (say dia
betics), the FDA would have had even a 
harder time explaining its action against 
the chemical sweetner. 

Yet as the law is now written, the FDA 
has no authority to take into account the 
degree of risk or any countervalling benefit. 
The so-called Delaney Clause, added to the 
FDA's charter in 1958, states that "no (food) 
additive shall be deemed safe ... if it is 
found . . . to induce cancer in man or 
animal." 

"We are in a dilemma," acknowledged 
Steven D. Jellinek, assistant Environmental 
Protection Agency administrator for toxic 
substances. "We are at the cutting edge of 
science. 

"If we wait 20 years for better test systems, 
lots of people may suffer. So we must act on 
the very inadequate science of the day, with 
the very inadequate statistics, to make the 
best decision we can on the evidence we've 
got at the time."e 

TRIBUTE TO LOUIS B. BERGNA 

HON. NORMAN Y. MINETA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, -it gives 
me great pleasure to rise today t<>' honor 
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Mr. Louis P. Bergna, district attorney for 
Santa Clara County, who was honored 
with a testimonial dinner on April 12, 
1978, by City of Hope, a private orga
nization that conducts medical research 
on childhood diseases. 

Lou is a native Californian. He re
ceived his undergraduate degree from 
Stanford University and his Juris Doc
torate from the University of Santa 
Clara. After passing the bar in 1948, he 
went to work for the district attorney's 
office as a deputy and was appointed 
chief trial attorney in 1951. He returned 
to private practice in 1952 until he was 
appointed district attorney for Santa 
Clara County in September 1957. 

In addition to his service as district 
attorney, Lou was an assistant professor 
at San Jose State University police 
school from 1949 to 1969. He represented 
California on President Kennedy's White 
House Conference on Narcotics and he 
was appointed by Governor Reagan to 
serve on the California Council on Crimi
nal Justice in 1968. He is past president 
of the Santa Clara Bar Association and 
the California District Attorneys Asso
ciation. During 1975-76 he was presi
dent of the National District Attorneys 
Association and is still an active member 
of that organization. He currently serves 
on the Regional Justice Planning Board. 

Lou has been honored with the Na
tional District Attorneys Distinguished 
Service Award and the Distinguished 
Eagle Scout Award. And on April 12, 1978, 
Lou Bergna was awarded the Spirit of 
Life Award from City of Hope. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and all my col
leagues to join with me to say congratu
lations Louis P. Bergna for all his fine 
work. His contributions over the years 
have helped to make our valley a better 
place to live.• 

THE 75TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
ALHAMBRA, CALIF. 

HON. JOHN H. ROUSSELOT 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, this is 
a season of jubilant celebration in the 
city of Alhambra which is located in the 
beautiful valley of San Gabriel in the 
Golden State of California. The people 
of Alhambra are observing the 75th An
niversary of their city's incorporation. It 
gives me great pride and joy as the 
elected representative of Calif omia 's 
26th Congressional District which in
cludes the city of Alhambra to offer this 
tribute to a sturdy city which has, 
through private enterprise, grown from 
a small community of 600 residen~ 75 
years ago to a thriving, important mu
nicipality with a population of more than 
62,000 people within the city limi~. The 
mayor of Alhambra, Hon. J. Parker Wil
liams, and other civil leaders have set 
up the Alhambra Diamond Anniversary 
Committee under which several commu
nity activities are scheduled where the 
notable event of the incorporation of the 
city of Alhambra will be officially recog-
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nized. The members of the Alhambra 
Diamond Anniversary Committee are: 
Mayor Parker, former mayor and city 
councilman Steve Ballreich, executive 
manager of the chamber of commerce 
Jackson B. Kuehnle, Alhambra Commu
nity Hospital Administrator David 
Jacobson, Alhambra Post Advocate editor 
and publisher Warner Jenkins, Alham
bra central business district manager 
Richard Nichols, and businessman Pete 
Letournea. The first event will be on 
April 22 when the Alhambra Jaycees will 
sponsor the annual Hi Neighbor Day 
Parade. Luis Brambila is chairman of 
this 34th annual parade, and George 
Ramos is general chairman and interna
tional vice president of the Alhambra 
Jaycees. I am honored to participate in 
this event and on this occasion I will 
present this insert from the CoNGREs
sroNAL RECORD noting that I have made 
the celebration of this significant event 
a permanent part of the record of the 
U.S. Congress. On July 11 the Historical 
Society of Alhambra will have a mock 
period dress celebration on the date of 
this city's incorporation. On September 
24 the city will hold a community picnic 
with fireworks. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to insert 
the following information about the his
tory of Alhambra, the city called the 
Gateway to the San Gabriel Valley, as 
it appears in a publication distributed by 
the Alhambra Chamber of Commerce: 

The principal part of the land within 
Alhambra's present boundaries was included 
in the 1771 grant made to Mission San Ga
briel, five years before the birth of our Na
tion. There were no orchards or vineyards in 
the San Gabriel Valley then, only dry, un
cultivated fields broken by arroyos and low
lying hills from the Miss~on San Gabriel west 
to the small Indian village called "Yang-na," 
which later became Los Angeles. According to 
1784 records of individual land grants made 
by the Spanish Government, at least a por
tion of the land on which Alhambra was built 
was once part of 300,000 acres grant to 
Manuel Nieto. 

One of the early founders was Benjamin B. 
Wilson, a 29-year old Tennessean who later 
held several political omces and became a 
State Senator. "Don Benito," as he was fa
m111arly called, married Ramona Yorva. Don 
Benito's eldest daughter, Marla, married a 
young engineer from Baltimore, James de 
Barth Shorb, and they were given a section 
of land adjoining the Wilson property as a 
wedding present. Shorb called in "San 
Marino," the name of his boyhood home in 
Maryland. The Huntington Library Art Gal
lery stands on the side of the Shorb home. 
Don Benito's wife died and he later married 
a widow, Mrs. Margaret Hereford, and this 
is significant because they had four chlldren, 
one of which was Ruth Wilson who became 
Mrs. George Patton, mother of the famous 
General George Patton, Jr. In 1874 Don 
Benito bought the land between the Arroyo 
and the Old Mm Wash paying the State $2.50 
an acre. He divided the tract into five and 
ten acre lots. Mrs. Patton and Mrs. Shorb 
who had been reading Alhambra, Washington 
Irving's book of the legend of the Moorish 
Palace in Spain, suggested that Wilson name 
his venture "The Alhambra" because it was 
so romantic. There were several other sub
divisions of property, some of which bear 
names from Don Benito's family, one of 
which is Mount Wilson where the Observa
tory is located. 

No better description has been given of 
Alhambra than that of Ru!us Fiske Bishop 
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who recalled on the 50th Anniversary of his 
arrival in the 1880's that "within what are 
now the city limits, there was not a school
house, a store or a blacksmith shop. We saw 
a valley, wide and open, yellow with stubble, 
shimmering in the summer haze to the east
ward, stretching from the blue mountains 
to the brown hllls, With here and there a 
green splotch of young orchards and vine
yard toward Pasadena or the foothills. That 
first spring we marvelled to see the slope 
(Altadena) ablaze with poppies and were 
told that ships steered their course by the 
bright color." 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you and my 
other colleagues in the House of Repre
sentatives join with me to offer our con
gratulations to the city of Alhambra on 
the occasion of their 75th anniversary.• 

CRIMINAL CODE REFORM ACT 
STILL WRONG 

HON. TED WEISS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, serious 
threats to the fundamental rights of 
Americans are contained in legislation 
now being considered by a House sub
committee. Known as the Criminal Code 
Reform Act, this legislation <S. 1437/ 
H.R. 6869) would greatly expand the 
Federal criminal law and would also un
dermine civil liberties protections estab
lished in the Bill of Rights. 

I have previously introduced a resolu
tion <H. Res. 10666) urging the Judiciary 
Committee to disapprove H.R. 6869 and 
to undertake a careful and thorough 
study of criminal code revision. 

An editorial appearing in the February 
20 Syracuse, N.Y., Herald-Journal inci
sively explains some of the principal 
problems with the legislation and it urges 
the House to examine the bill "with a 
fine-tooth comb and eliminate every pro
vision that would in any way infringe on 
the constitutional rights of law-abiding 
Americans." 

I wholly concur with the Herald-Jour
nal's position on this legislation, and I 
urge my colleagues to study the paper's 
editorial which is reprinted below: 

CODE STILL WRONG 

After 12 years of writing and rewriting the 
legislation, and two earlier failures, the Sen
ate finally passed the latest version of the 
Federal Criminal Code Reform Act. 

The bill now ls being considered by the 
House of Representatives. 

It should not have gotten past the Senate. 
It must not be passed by the House. 

The need for revision and organization of 
our federal criminal code was never in doubt. 
Back in the Lyndon Johnson administration, 
the National Commission on the Revision of 
the Federal Criminal Law began its task
with "liberal" goals in mind. 

During the "law and order" days of the 
Nixon administration, the commission re
versed direction and the resulting legislation, 
which came to be known simply as Sl, was 
so repressive it was allowed to die a quiet 
death in committee. 

But the seeds for reform had been planted. 
Supporters of the blll put their heads to
gether to produce a compromise measure, 
discarding the most offensive sections. But 
they didn't go far enough. 
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As it stands now the legislation (HR6869) 

puts dangerously subjective powers in the 
hands of federal law enforcement oftlcials 
and could sllence the voice of popular 
dissent. 

And even though some of the blll's harsh
est provisions were extracted on its way to 
passage in the Senate, the new code stlll con
tains a number of hedges against the First 
Amendment right to a free press. 

For instance, it would allow the govern
ment to hold a reporter in criminal contempt 
for refusing to disclose confidential news 
sources, even under an order subsequently 
ruled invalid. 

The code, as now written, also would au
thorize the government to prosecute a news 
reporter for hiding his notes in an effort to 
protect the identity of a confidential news 
source suspected of committing a crime. 

HR6869 is stacked heavily against political 
expression through assemblies, demonstra
tions and picketing. 

Section 1861 (Public Safety) would make 
it unlawful to disobey an order of a law en
forcement omcer or a public servant assigned 
public safety responsibll1tles where the order 
ls issued in response to a fl.re, flood or riot. 
OK, so far. But the law also would extend to 
any "other condition that creates a risk ot 
serious injury to a person or serious damage 
to property." 

The phrase, "other condition," would put 
into the hands of every federal law enforce
ment oftlcial the authority to disperse any 
assembly, parade or picket line--anywhere 
in the U.S. 

There are other provisions which, in the 
wrong hands, could be used to stifle dissent 
and should be considered serious threats to 
our own civil rights. 

Before this legislation is approved by the 
House of Representatives, the members ot 
that body have an obligation they must not 
ignore, to go through the massive piece o1 
legislation with a fine-tooth comb and elimi
nate every provision that would In any way 
infringe on the constitutional rights of law
ablding Americans. 

Until this ls done, the blll must not be 
approved.e 

INFACT DAY 

HON. BRUCE F. VENTO 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, there is in
creasing awareness within the United 
States and especially Minnesota of the 
dangers associated with the improper use 
of infant formula in developing coun
tries. This is of particular importance to 
me, as well as to all of you here, because 
the promotion of infant formula is pri
marily directed by companies head
quartered in developed nations. 

I am concerned about the promotional 
practices of these corporations. Condi
tions necessary for the safe preparation 
of infant formula products are rarely 
available in these countries. These pro
motional practices put unfair pressure 
on women to use infant formula. This is 
extremely hazardous to the child's health 
when unsterile water, inadequate hy
genic standards, and insufficient income 
exist. 

It is my hope that your action today 
and other actions across the Nation will 
result in the companies' examining their 
marketing practices in terms of human 
suffering. 
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I would like to take this opportunity to 
recognize the efforts of the people of 
Minnesota on this issue. The Center for 
Corporate Responsibility and the Infant 
Formula Action Council have been in
strumental in alerting people to this is
sue for several years. The State of Min
nesota. has declared today Minnesota 
Infact Day, and together with the Uni
versity of Minnesota, has committed the 
shares of American home products stock 
to the shareholders' action. The city of 
st. Paul has also declared this Infact 
Day in St. Paul, and the DFL has of
ficially supported the shareholders' ac
tion. We can all take pride in the knowl
edge that the citizens of Minnesota are 
leaders of this issue, 

On the national level, I have sent a 
letter to the corporate officers of the ma
jor infant formula. manufacturers. This 
letter, cosigned by 13 of my colleagues, 
calls for these companies to address re
sponsibly the problems resulting from 
the aggressive promotion of their 
products. 

As a Nation, we can take pride in our 
democratic traditions which have made 
ours the most free and open society in 
the world. These traditions can be only 
maintained when individuals and corpo
rations take responsibility for their 
actions. 

The Sunday, April 9, 1978, New York 
Times published an excellent article de
scribing the shareholders' action, which 
follows: 

INFANT FORMULA: A PROXY ISSUE 
WASHINGTON.-Baby formula is becoming 

a controversial topic during the 1978 annual
meeting season, reflecting the increasing 
sophistication and aggressiveness of activist 
shareholders. 

Although the Interfaith Center on Cor
porate Responsibility, a coalition of 20 relig
ious groups, has attempted to use the proxy 
process for four years to change the sales
promotion practices in developing nations by 
the American Home Products Corporation and 
other producers of infant formula, its resolu
tion on A.H.P.'s 1978 proxy cards represents 
the center's first nationwide proxy solicita
tion campaign to win support for its infant
formula resolution. 

Specifically, the New York-based Interfaith 
center is calling upon A.H.P. to establish an 
independent 15-member committee to review 
its marketing and promotional practices in 
the third world, where, it contends, the mis
use of infant formula, a fortified product 
fed to babies in bottles to supplement or 
replace breast milk, has contributed to in
fant malnutrition, disease and death. Church 
groups have provided growing documenta
tion that often in poor countries mothers 
overdilute the formula or mix it with impure 
water. 

The church coalition, which controls 82,690 
shares (valued at more than $2.3 million) of 
A.H.P.'s more than 158 million common 
shares, represents the largest group of church 
investors cosponsoring a single resolution to 
any company this year. 

Leah Margulies, the Interfaith Center's co
ordinator of the campaign, said in an inter
view that the group had recently sent more 
than 500 institutional investors a four-page 
proxy solicitation. 

A.H.P., in response, is digging in its heels 
and ardently opposing the resolution, al
though infant formula accounts for less than 
2 percent of its earnings. Previously com
pany officials met most of the church groups' 
demands for disclosure before the group 
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needed to resort to proxy solicitations. But 
they have flatly rejected the groups' claim 
that the company, through questionable pro
motional practices, pushes infant formula. in
stead of breast milk. 

"We do not compete with breast milk only 
with less suitable, less nutritious products," 
said Steven Bauer, vice president of Wyeth 
International, A.H.P.'s subsidiary that manu
factures the infant formulas, SMA, 826 and 
S28. 

Last week the company mailed its own 
statement on the controversy to institutional 
and large individual investors, opposing it on 
several grounds: 

To vote for it is to accept the groups' al
legations of improper marketing. 

A watchdog committee would be "intrusiw, 
cumbersome expensive" and unnecessary in 
view of the company's practices. 

The review committee ls actually a chal
lenge to the company's ability to manage its 
own business affairs. 

"It's a question of principle," said Carol 
G. Emerling, A.H.P. secretary. "If it only 
takes a tiny minority of the shareholders to 
call into question the company's manage
ment, we're no longer fully in charge of the 
Company." 

The company's arguments do not impress 
the church groups. 

As part of the campaign, the Infant 
Formula Action Coalition, known as Infact, 
a sometimes overlapping confederation of 
more than 40 groups nationwide that are 
also concerned with the health impact of 
bottle feeding in the third world, is trying 
to build support for the resolution among 
the nation's institutional investors. In Min
nesota, home of one of Infact's most active 
chapters, proponents said they expected the 
Minnesota State Board of Investments, which 
owns 260,000 A.H.P. shares, to endorse the 
proposal soon. Last week, the Minnesota Uni
versity Committee for Social Responsib111ty 
in Investments, which advises the univer
sity's Board of Regents, endorsed the pro
posal. New Jersey groups are also studying it. 

In addition, Infact groups are promoting a 
national boycott of products made by the 
Nestle Corporation, an international con
glomerate based in Switzerland, the world's 
leading exporter of infant formula to poor 
nations. April 13 will be "Infact Day" in sev
eral cities where demonstrations are planned. 

But the shareholder resolution is still the 
focus of the groups' campaign against mis
use of infant formula, and its supporters say 
they have already made headway against 
A.H.P. and other infant formula producers. 

David Liff, director of the Investor Re
sponsibility Research Center's task force on 
infant formula, credits the proliferation o:t 
shareholder resolutions with prodding the 
industry into the formation of a trade asso
ciation, which in late 1975, adopted an eth
ical code to curb formula misuse. 

Church groups have also proposed a reso
lution to the Carnation Company, for the 
first time, seeking disclosure of sales and 
marketing information, but the Interfaith 
Center canceled plans for a resolution aimed 
at the Borden Company, after the company 
agreed to withdraw all advertising suggest
ing that Klim, a powdered milk, could be 
substituted for infant formula. 

In another case, the Sisters of the Precious 
Blood sued Bristol-Myers Inc. in 1976, 
charging that statements made in its proxy 
material regarding the company's promo
tional practices were false and misleading. 
In what Miss Margulies calls an "important 
victory" for the infant-formula campaign, 
Bristol-Myers settled the suit last January, 
agreeing to mall shareholders a special re
port on the controversy stating both sides' 
views and to meet regularly with the groups 
to discuss marketing practices. In return the 
church groups agreed not to file a share-
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holder resolution with the company this 
year. 

The Interfaith coalition sought and won 
similar disclosures from A.H.P. in 1975 and 
1976 in exchange for the withdrawal of 
shareholder resolutions. 

Last year, the church groups did propose 
a resolution that would have required A.H.P. 
to change certain marketing policies and 
practices. The resolution, which the S.E.C. 
approved for inclusion on the company's 
proxy statement, was supported by 2.92 per
cent of the shares voted at A.H.P.'s annual 
meeting-Just short of the 3 percent the 
S.E.C. requires for the resolution to be re
introduced automatically• This year the coa
lition again won S.E.C. approval for its 
resolution, and separately won the commis
sion's approval to wage the proxy-solicitation 
campaign. Everything mailed to shareholders 
relating to a proxy dispute must pass com
mission scrutiny. Last year the church 
groups avoided this costly process by simply 
meeting informally with large shareholders 
and leaving the resolution to stand on its 
own among others. 

Members of the Interfaith Center are bit
ter about last year's proxy dispute, because 
shortly before the annual meeting, the com
pany sent a second proxy card to sharehold
ers who had voted for the resolution, asking 
whether they had intended to support the 
resolution. The move led some shareholders 
to change their ballots, the company agreed. 

"It apparently was legal," said Miss Mar
gulles, "but we feel it was certainly unethi
cal, very dirty pool.'' 

Company spokesmen say the shareholders 
were resollcited because the company had 
presented the resolution with a series of 
management-supported resolutions. Some 
shareholders might have been confused, as 
a result, they said, and voted for it with the 
others. 

Both last year and this year the S.E.C. re
jected the company's requests for permis
sion to exclude the church groups' proposals 
from its proxy statements. In 1977, the staff 
ruled that the company could omit the reso
lution because it dealt with a matter relat
ing to the "conduct of the company's ordi
nary business operations." In a highly un
usual move, the commission reversed the 
staff's rullng and permitted it. 

This year, the staff sided with the church 
groups; the decision was upheld in an ap
peal by the commission. 

Miss Margulles wlll not predict whether 
the Interfaith Center's proxy solicitation 
campaign, which cost slightly less than $5,-
000, wlll win the 3 percent support needed to 
raise the issue again next year. But she be
lieves that because the process raises inter
est in her group's cause, the proxy fight ls 
well worth the effort. 

JUDITH MILLER •• 

THE AMERICAN FOOD MACHINE 
AND PRIVATE ENTREPRENEUR
SHIP 

HON. CHARLES E. WIGGINS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. WIGG::NS. Mr. Speaker, the House 
has recently focused its attention on the 
Nation's farmers. Although the confer
ence report on the Erii.ergency Agricul
tural Act of 1978 was defeated, the debate 
on farm policy is far from over. It is 
therefore appropriate, as a contribution 
to that debate, that membership read the 
views of a man who served for 5 years as 
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Secretary of Agriculture, Earl Butz. The 
remarks, printed below, were delivered at 
Hillsdale College, in Hillsdale, Mich., a.s 
a part of the school's Ludwig von Mises 
lecture series. 

THE AMERICAN FOOD MACHINE AND 
PRIVATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

(By Earl L. Butz) 
The modern American Food Machine is 

perhaps the greatest single source of strength 
1mdergirding the unparalleled level of Ameri
can living. It is aiso our number one single 
source of foreign exchange. At the same time, 
it is one of the real power bases undergirding 
our foreign policy. 

The first claim of any society upon its total 
production resources is to produce enough 
food to keep the population alive and to re
produce itself. This is so evident that it is 
axiomatic. 

we do this in the United States with less 
than four percent of our labor force on farms 
and with perhaps no more than another 10 or 
15 percent engaged in the agricultural in
frastructure-ma.ldng agricultural produc
tion inputs purchased by farmers, and proc
essing and distributing food and fiber pro
duced by farmers. 

As recently as a third of a century ago, 
early in World War II, one worker on Ameri
can farms produced enough food for himself 
and about nine other people. Today one farm 
worker produces enough for himself and some 
fifty other people. On our more efficient com
mercial family farms, one worker produces 
enough to feed over 100 other people. 

This remarkable growth in the efficiency 
and productivity of American agriculture in 
the last generation forms the real basis for 
the general a.muence we take for granted in 
America. 

Even though the cost of food is a wide-
spread source of complaint, the plain tru~h 
15 that we Americans buy more food for a 
smaller share of our working day than ever 
before and for less than any other nation. 

And• we eat better than our fathers did
and better than any other people, everything 
considered I 

As a nation, we now get our food for a 
uttle less than 17 percent of our take-home 
pay. That's 17 percent of what's left after 
the bite taken by federal and state taxes. 
This compares with 24 percent of take-home 
pay required for food just a quarter century 
ago, when the real level of wages was 
substantially lower than it is now. 

Moreover, that 17 percent of take-home 
pay for food now buys a lot more services 
and "extras" than in former years. It 
includes all the built-in "maid service" in 
our modern food supply-frozen TV dinners, 
oven-ready pastries and rolls, processed 
potatoes, delicatessen items from the supe~
market, and so on. And these things don t 
come for free. 

on top of that, the 17 percent includes 
over one-third of our meals eaten outside 
the home. When you go out for dinner 
tonight and enjoy a nice meal that costs, let 
us say, $6.00, just pause to thtnk that in 
that restaurant if the waitress put an empty 
plate in front of you, it would probably cost 
$4.00. That's for service and overhead. Yet, 
all thiS is included in the 17 percent of take
home pay we spend for food. 

Because we spend only 17 percent of take
home pay for food, by definition, we keep 
83 percent to spend on something else or 
to save. 

That's why it's possible in the U.S. for 
well over 90 percent of our families to have 
a TV set, and about half to have 2 sets; for 
some 85 percent of our fammes to have an 
automobile, and over 40 percent to have 2 
cars; for nearly all of our fammes to have 
electricity, indoor plumbing, radio, and a 
host of other things and services that were 
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anything but commonplace a generation 
ago. 

Why did this phenomenon of food abun
dance and economy occur here? Why not in 
Argentina, where in another hemisphere 
they have the same good soil and favorable 
climate we do? Why not in Russia where 
they have vast land resources and lots of 
people? Why not in Europe? 

A major reason is that the United States is 
a nation of family farmers, in business for 
themselves, with their own capital invested, 
their own family labor involved, trying to 
make a little money and save some of it. 

The American family farm represents en
trepreneurship at its best. It ls here that 
we find a direct relationship between personal 
profit (or at least the hope of profit) and 
investment, innovation, risk-taking, and Just 
plain old-fashioned hard work and enter
prise. 

I have seen Russian farm experts come 
to this country and visit successful Ameri
can family farms. They have taken back to 
Russia our large power units, our combines 
and our pickers, our well-bred livestock, and 
our high yielding crop varieties. But they 
don't seem to work very well on the Russian 
farms, because our Russian visitors never 
saw that invisible cement that held it all 
together on the American farm-the farmer 
and his family in business for themselves, in 
pursuit of a little more profit than would 
come to average performance or would re
sult from central governmental direction. 

The American farmer hasn't learned yet 
to punch the clock at 40 hours. If it rains 
today, tomorrow he rides the tractor 14 
hours, with no questions asked. And Mamma 
drives the truck right beside him. 

He hasn't learned yet to go out to the cow 
stable and say, "Look bossie, I'm going to be 
gone over the weekend. Let's shut it off for 
three days." 

And, most important of all, he hasn't 
learned yet to put two drivers in his tractor 
cab, like in that locomotive that goes through 
this town. 

He can neither afford nor tolerate those 
slow-down tactics; he's in business for him
self-trying to make a little profit. This 1s 
the strongest possible motivation for change, 
for new investment, for rapid adoption of 
new technology, for increased efficiency, and 
for expanded output. 

How fortunate we are that this is true. 
How fortunate that this great power base is 
ours, here in the United States. We must 
use care not to hobble it, not to impair it, 
not to diminish it. 

We must not panic in our national farm 
programs in reaction to a temporary surplus 
situation. Last year was the first in four 
years that total world grain production ex
ceeded total world grain consumption. For 
three years before that, we were drawing 
down inventory. Last year nearly the entire 
world experienced relatively good growing 
conditions. 

This is unusual. The usual is to experience 
a major stress area or two somewhere in the 
world. This year such an area apparently is 
in mainland China. They have contracted to 
purchase 11.6 million metric tons of wheat 
in the next year. They had to be in a serious 
internal food situation, or else they would 
not have committed so large a chunk of their 
precious foreign exchange for that purpose. 

In the United States, in the early months 
of the 1977 crop year, there was widespread 
concern about the low moisture situation in 
the Corn Belt and in the Great Plains states. 
The potential was present for a serious yield
reducing drought right in the very bread
basket of America. Fortunately, the rains 
came, and 1977 production was good. But 
the weather margin for us last summer was 
a narrow one. 

Much of the world's turmoil can be traced 
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to man's quest for food and the quest for 
land on which to grow that food. Potential 
food shortages, within a quarter-century, 
could serve as the catalyst for man's final 
act of self-destruction. The way in which we 
view agricultural production today, the pri
orities the world places on food, wm hold 
the answers. 

Agricultural science and development, in
vestment and innovation, profit and incen
tive can't be turned on and off, willy nllly, in 
response to the vagaries of weather and pro
duction from year to year. Remember, it has 
been less than three years since we were all 
stirred up about the "World Food Crisis." 

We are now face-to-face with the fact that 
the world's number one problem is how to 
feed 80 percent more people in the next quar
ter-century. Or, to put it another way, al
low for slight improvement in individual 
diets, and the job becomes one of learning 
in the next 25 years how to feed as many 
more people as we've learned to feed since the 
dawn of history. 

We must find the answers to this problem 
at a time when we have no new western 
hemisphere to discover, no new prairie sods 
to plow, no more virgin woods in temperate 
climates to clear and convert into farmland. 
Indeed, we must double food production at a 
time when many nations are losing arable 
land to urban sprawl, highway construction, 
and recreation. 

Demographers predict that in 25 years 
earth's human population wm be 6.5 to 7.0 
b1111on, compared with 4.0 bill1on today. 

Can we feed those 7 billion people 25 years 
from now? 

The answer is simple. Yes, we can--or they 
won't be here! 

The question is not can we feed them, but 
can we feed them well. For that part of the 
world's population th&t often goes to bed. 
hungry, can we make eating an exciting ex
perience? Can we make eating something 
more than a mere exercise in sustaining life 
inside the human body? 

Can we produce and distribute enough food 
to generate the sort of happiness and satis
faction that will promote peace? 

The answer to all these questions is a re
sounding yes, 1f we take positive action on 
two important fronts: 

1. Continue to emphasize agricultural re
search and technology, both public and 
private. 

2. Continue and strengthen a system of 
individual freedom and incentives that reach 
each and every farmer w1lling to strive for 
them. 

The first of these two wm be the less difH
cult to attain, both here and abroad. Modern 
technology ls transferable; research results 
can cross oceans and mountains overnight. 
Scientific developments that have taken 20 
years to perfect can be transported to other 
countries in months~ 

But the maintenance of incentive systems 
for the farmer is far more difficult. Yet, it is 
Just as crucial-perhaps more crucial. This 
is true both here and abroad. Too often we 
have believed that the road to more food for 
the developing countries 1s paved only with 
science and technology. Yet, those tech
niques, when transplanted, have sometimes 
withered on the vine, almost before our own 
technicians could get out of the field. 

Why? There was no real incentive for the 
farmer to take the risk to change. There was 
no prospect for profit. 

Too few national governments have made 
the commitment to assure that changes in 
techniques would provide real incentives to 
the individual farmer. 

Too many nations including our own, have 
an underlying, but powerful, urge to pursue 
a cheap food policy-making it difficult for 
the man on the land to reap the reward for 
the innovations he makes. 
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Consumers the world around welcome such 

a cheap food policy-and politicians respond, 
whether they're capitalist or communist. As 
nations become less agricultural and more 
urban, the incentive base for the farmer be:. 
comes less certain. It becomes more suscept
ible to political pressures and special interest 
dealings. 

Even in this highly literate nation of our 
own, we have seen repeated attacks on the 
incentive system for farmers. True, these 
attacks are most obvious when food prices 
are in an upward posture, but they none the 
less persist today. It has only been five 
months since we had a well publicized "meat
less dinner" in the Roosevelt Room of the 
White House-and that's about as close to 
the Oval Office as you can get without ac
tually entering it. And this dinner was at
tended by, among others, the secretary of 
agriculture and his assistant secretary of 
a.gricul ture ! 

It has only been three years since we had 
such campaigns as the beef boycott, eat one 
less hamburger per week, or Meatless TUes
days. It has only been four years since po
litical pressures forced us into a system of 
federally imposed price ceilings on meats and 
other food products. 

Most of us have forgotten that it ha.sonly 
been three years since the American Bakers 
Association whipped up a scare campaign 
that bread would go to a dollar a loaf unlesi; 
we imposed export controls on wheat. 

It was only two years ago that the long
shoremen refused to load Gulf port grain 
that was destined for Russia--On the pre
text of keeping living costs under control
while they did some fancy maneuvering of 
their own to increase shipping subsidies. 

Almost unnoticed by most of our people 
during May-August, 1977 wa.s the official 
pleasure in Washington as farm prices de
clined four straight months in a row. The 
four-month decline of 15.2 percent in farm 
prices was heralded each month a.s presaging 
only modest rises in retail food prices. And 
that in the face of escalating farm produc
tion costs. 

The drop in farm prices masked the rise in 
nearly every other price category and per
mitted Washington price watchers to inter
pret a slowing of the overall price gain as 
evidence that inflation was coming under 
control. 

The consuming public llked this inter
pretation. It was consistent with their gen
eral support of a cheap food pollcy. 

At a recent meeting I addressed, I walked 
through a group of young protesters carrying 
placards reading "Food is for people, not for 
profit." That prompted me to remark to my 
audience-"! have a message for those mis
guided youngsters. If there's going to be no 
profit in food, ultimately, there will be no 
food for people". 

In recent weeks our government itself has 
taken direct action to curtail output through 
a requested 20 percent set aside for wheat in 
1978, and a probable set aside for feed grains. 
We are placing our grains into a massive gov
ernmental loan and storage program, a.s we 
move inexorably toward again making the 
U.S. a residual supplier in the world grain 
markets, a primary granary for .the world's 
warehousing, and the residual production 
adjuster for the world. 

The sad part ls that these negative signals, 
these arbitrary restraints, didn't happen in 
some distant land. They didn't happen in 
a dictatorial society. They didn't happen in 
a communist state. They didn't happen 
under a government dedicated to suppres
sion of human rights. They didn't happen 
under a political system based almost com
pletely on central planning. 

They happened in the United States. 
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They happened in the world's greatest 

democracy. 
They happened in a nation whose hall

mark is freedom of choice and freedom of 
action. 

They happened in a nation whose level of 
economic literacy is perhaps the highest in 
the world. They happened in a country where 
the legislative body reputedly reflects the 
will of the people better than in any other 
nation. 

Now, we must ask, have we learned any 
lesson from taking those negative acts? 
Have we learned that if the United States 
is indeed to use its great food productive 
capacity, then the individual farmer must 
be free to produce and market his crops as 
he sees fit? 

We must not dampen the incentives that 
have made our farmers the producers that 
they are. We must not signal to them in 
the language of price-the language they 
understand best-that we want less, not 
more. 

We must not constrain their access to 
markets, both domestic and foreign by polit
ically inspired prices and production direc
tives that create the musion, even in the 
short run, that a government warehouse con
stitutes an enduring market. 

Our nation-and indeed every nation of 
the world-must make the commitment to 
move agriculture and food to the front 
burner. It must be moved higher on the scale 
of priorities in both national policy and in 
capital allocation. 

To do less will be to condemn hundreds 
of millions of people to such a substandard 
level of living in a few years that peace 
wm be difficult, if not impossible. . 

Hungry people wm not remain invisible or 
silent. No matter how remote their vlllage, 
they now hear of the outside world on tran
sistor radios. They see affiuent travelers from 
North America, Europe and Japan. They now 
realize that a better life is indeed possible. 
Increasingly they w111 not settle for less. 
They see a ballet of affiuence dancing all 
around them-and they dream of a piece of 
the action. 

Hunger ls the stuff out of which revolu
tion is born. And revolutions, once started, 
have a tendency to spread. They are like a 
pebble dropped into the pond; there is no 
way of knowing where the ripple wlll hit the 
shore. 

The oceans on either side of us a.re no 
insulation. Four times in my own genera
tion, the United Stf!,tes has been drawn into 
conflict away from our shores. There is no 
way we can avoid it the next time. 

That is why this nation's agriculture now 
commands such a strategic position. That is 
why it must be kept free and incentive
oriented. Other nations may have Petro
power, but we have Agripower-and we have 
it in abundance. It is to our door that na
tion after nation will come for food and for 
the know-how to grow better food. 

To the extent that we can respond to those 
needs, we will lay the foundations of peace. 
America must help the world learn to grow 
more food. We must use our Agri-power 
wisely and with strength. 

We must not be lulled into believing that 
somehow we will be able to exist as an Isle 
of Affiuence in a sea of Human Misery. A 
hungry world will not allow it. We must 
make a stronger commitment than ever to 
keeping our own farmers healthy, and to 
helping others help themselves. 

The best way to accomplish this is through 
a strong system of incentives for the only 
one who produces food-the farmer on the 
land. 

There is a synonym for this·: 
The word is profit.e 
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CONGRESS NEEDS TO LOOK AT 
KEY ISSUES IN TITLE I OF ESEA 

HON. DAVID C. TREEN 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. TREEN. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
major issues facing the 95th Congress is 
consideration of the renewal of the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
<Public Law 89-10). This measure, 
adopted in 1965, has become the major 
Federal aid-to-education program. 

The key element in ESEA has been 
title I which provided funds for school 
districts based on the number of children 
from poor families in the school district. 
The proponents of this act automatically 
identified children in poverty as under
achievers and we witnessed a great out
pouring of money from U.S. taxpayers 
into compensatory education programs. 
We are being asked to pour more money 
into title I programs. 

I have been a critic of the supposed ac
complishments of the title I programs. I 
recognize it is difficult to assess the im
pact of title I programs. Programs goals 
may differ from one area to another. 
Variations may be found in the type of 
instruction presented, the qualifications 
of teachers, and the services schools pro
vide. Problems arise for comparisons 
when there are different methodologies 
being used and different kinds of stu
dents in programs. Yet, despite the un
sure and even uncertain results of com
pensatory education, we are asked not 
only to continue funding this program 
but to fund it at higher levels. 

Health, Education, and Welf.are Secre
tary Joseph A. Califano observed that 
the most substantial change financially 
in title I is a targeting provision in which 
President Carter is requesting $400 
million-

• • • to target on those school children 
that have high concentrations of poor, dis
advantaged children, in rural areas and in 
urban areas. 

He observed that the test for this 
aspect of the program would be a school 
district either with 5,000 poor children 
or more in it or a school district in which 
20 percent of the schoolchildren were 
poor. The Health, Education, and Wel
fare Secretary estimated that this pro
posed change would add between 600,000 
and 900,000 children to the participants 
in title I programs. If this change occurs, 
we will have between 6.2 million and 
maybe up to 6.5 million children partic
ipating. 

What has been the result of this ef
fort over the past 12 years? Even Secre
tary Califano admits that many students 
are not mastering the fundamentals of 
education. Recently, the Washington 
Post carried a story that a group of pres
tigious education researchers had warned 
the Health, Education, and Welfare Sec
retary against giving national or state
wide minimum competency exams for 
high sc~ool seniors since so many stu
dents would fail that it would be politi
cally unacceptable. 
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Despite the funds spent on compen

satory education, the results are less and 
less satisfactory. 

I raised many of my concerns with the 
title I program when I testified before 
the Subcommittee on Elementary, Sec
ondary, and Vocational Education of the 
House Committee on Education and 
Labor on March 6, 1978. I was pleased to 
see that some of my thoughts were re
flected in a perceptive editorial in the 
Chicago Tribune entitled "Dollarship and 
Scholarship," March 9, 1978. My col
leagues should read this editorial care
fully and seriously consider the issues it 
raises before they vote for additional au
thorizations under title I of the Elemen
tary and Secondary School Act. 

The editorial follows: 
DOLLARSHIP AND SCHOLARSHIP 

President Carter was right when he said 
we must do a better job of teaching basic 
reading, writing, and arithmetic skills to all 
children. But he should do a little more 
homework himself if he thinks that the way 
to accomplish this ls to spend 24 per cent 
more federal money on education-$12.9 
billlon in the 1979 budget--as he proposes. 

Lack of money for s~hools ls not why so 
many children are faillng to learn to read, 
write, and calculate adequately. ~hools, gen
erally, are not lacking for well-paid teachers, 
classrooms, or instructional materials-the 
kinds of problems money can alleviate. Rais
ing school budgets has rarely resulted di
rectly in better performance by pupils. 

It may sound useful to urge more money 
for reading, especially when some funds are 
to be earmarked for poor urban areas and 
some spent to encourage state and local dem
onstration projects. But before throwing 
more money at the reading problem, it may 
help to look at some of the reasons the prob
lem exists: 

(1) Some children have trouble learning 
to read because they are taught by inefficient 
methods which don't give them the modern 
phon~tic tools they need to decode written 
words at the very start of instruction. Al
though the evidence ls overwhelming, too 
many old-fashioned teachers textbooks stlII 
insist on inefficient look-say or "combina
tion" methods. 

(2) Some children are handicapped be
cause they come from homes where parents 
rarely read themselves or to their children, 
where newspapers and books are not valued, 
where language may not even be spoken well. 
Research shows that early intervention 
programs-particularly "visiting teachers" 
and child-parent centers-can make marked 
and lasting improvements if begun well be
fore children reach kindergarten age. 

(3) Specific learning disabilities make it 
impossible for some children to learn to read 
easily and well in school. This problem is still 
not well understood, despite considerable 
progress in the last decade. While remedial 
programs help many of these youngsters, 
they are not completely effective for all. Such 
children are likely to find the going even 
tougher, thanks to new laws that require the 
handicapped to be "mainstreamed" into 
regular classrooms by next fall whenever pos
sible and regardless of money available for 
special teachers and programs. Many of them 
may simply get lost in regular classrooms, 
where teachers have neither the time nor the 
training to give them special help. 

( 4) Basic education suffers in some schools 
because it loses out to other priorities. Shift
ing teachers and pupils to satisfy arbitrary 
racial goals can easily interfere with sound 
teaching programs, and produces no measur
able improvements in learning. Besides, too 
many administrators are forced to spend 
their time complying with nitpicking federal 
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and state regulations rather than on upgrad
ing and monitoring the learning that is sup
posed to be occurring. 

(5) Lastly and perhaps most importantly, 
too many schools are reluctant to insist that 
their children do learn . Often promotions are 
given to avoid hurting egos, or out of admin
istrative laziness, thereby almost guarantee
ing that the children promoted will be un
able to keep up in the higher grades for 
which they are unprepared. 

The few school districts which have set up 
firm standards for promotion and gradua
tion, and have held both teachers and stu
dents to them, have shown a notable im
provement. 

How many of these problems can more 
federal money solve? Not many. If funds go 
for well planned early learning programs that 
involve parents, more money could help. But 
billlons of federal dollars won't remedy every 
problem, especially reading, and Mr. Carter 
is naive if he assumes so.e 

CHELSEA VEHICLE MAINTENANCE 
FACILITY 

HON. TED WEISS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, the Postal 
Service Act of 1977 <H.R. 7700) which 
was approved by the House April 6 con
tains a provision of special importance 
to many people in my district, particu
larly those residing in the Chelsea com
munity. 

This legislation should generally im
prove postal services throughout the Na
tion, and the specific provision directly 
affecting Chelsea should likewise prove 
valuable. 

Under section 11 of H.R. 7700. any 
Postal Service capital project expendi
ture exceeding $9 million will have to be 
submitted for review to the appropriate 
congressional committees. This section 
further stipulates that the project can
not be initiated until the committees 
have transmitted a report on it to the 
Postal Service within a 4-month period. 

If and when H.R. 7700 is enacted into 
law, such a congressional review proce
dure will be most helpful in assessing the 
merits of a Postal Service plan to con
struct a large vehicle maintenance fa
cility in the Chelsea neighborhood. 

A number of my Chelsea constituents 
have objected to the proposed garage 
which would be built on a square-block 
site that has stood vacant for several 
years. The Chelsea community is united 
in its advocacy for housing at this loca
tion, but valid questions about the envi
ronmental swtability of the facility have 
been raised and have not been satisfac
torily answered. There is a real possi
bility that this huge garage would seri
ously exacerbate the already unaccept
able pollution and traffic levels in the 
area. 

I therefore welcome the review mecha
nism that would be established by H.R. 
7700. Should this· measure become law. I 
will urge my colleagues on the appropri
ate House and Senate committees to un
dertake a thorough study of the vehicle 
maintenance project. 

Alternative sites for the garage have 
been proposed, and these should be con-
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sidered in any review of the project. A 
serious housing crisis exists in Chelsea 
and, in fact, throughout the 20th Con
gressional District and the Postal Service 
plan must be carefully evaluated to de
termine the prospects for housing con
struction. 

Until the capital project review re
quirement becomes binding, I will con
tinue to work with my Chelsea constitu
ents in :finding a suitable solution to the 
many problems raised by the Postal Serv
ice proposal.• 

SUCCESS IN THE CITIES 

HON. BARBARA A. MIKULSKI 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I take 
a personal interest in the following 
article which appeared in the Baltimore 
Sun on Tuesday, April 4. This article de
tails the successful experience of Balti
more, Md., with a combination of grass
roots involvement and local banking in
stitutions in the area of housing. It has 
been my privilege to take part in such 
active and successful grassroots move
ments. 

Unresponsive bureaucracy, lack of 
local input and control, and massive, 
wasteful spending are frequent outcries 
in reaction to many so-called Federal 
answers to the problems of urban Amer
ica. One alternative that has proved ef
fective in coping with urban housing 
problems across the country is the Neigh
borhood Housing Service organization. 
Many other cities, in addition to Balti
more, have found the NHS model useful 
in combining the resources of local busi
nesses and citizens with minimum Fed
~ral money or interference. The principle 
mvolved can certainly be applied to other 
problems where the Federal Government 
now plays too prominent a role. 

I insert this article in the RECORD f O!' 
the benefit of my colleagues: 

MIRACLE IN BALTIMORE 

(By Neal R. Peirce) 
After more than 30 years in a row house 

in southeast Baltimore's Patterson Park area, 
Matilda Koval was set to move out. The 
neighborhood was on the slippery slope to 
slumdom: There was a fire a week; rats were 
everywhere; the alleys were so strewn with 
debris that sanitation trucks coUldn't make 
their way through. European ethnic families 
like her own were leaving in droves. In her 
immediate neighborhood alone, 40 to 60 
houses were abandoned and boarded up. 

That was four years ago. "But nothing can 
make me move now," says Mrs. Koval, a local 
legend for Ukrainian pastries and indefatig
able organizing talents. The reason: Local 
residents, led by Mrs. Koval and others were 
able to make common cause with Balti~ore 's 
banks and savings and loans and city govern
ment in a Neighborhood Housing Services or
ganization. And the NHS ls performing small 
miracles in turning a declining neighborhood 
around. 

Since January, 1975, when the NHS opened 
its doors, the rate of home ownership in 
many blocks of Patterson Park has risen from 
as low as 20 per cent to as high as 75 per cent. 
Residents have gone on a spectacular paint
up, fix-up spree. Loans totaling $4 million 
have been secured for people to purchase and 
rehabllitate their homes. The share of houses 
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meeting housing code standards has gone 
from 40 to 80 per cent. 

Buoyed by a fresh confidence in their 
neighborhood, residents have stopped their 
outward ft.ow and new people, including 
many young professionals, are moving in. 
But by channeling the newcomers into larger 
homes needing major investment, the NHS 
has been able to keep smaller units for poorer 
residents and prevent their displacement as 
renewal proceeds. 

The Baltimore NHS is not alone. The same 
concept, pioneered in Pittsburgh in the late 
1960s, is being tried in 52 neighborhoods in 
46 cities around the nation, from Chica.go 
(which has four in operation) to San An
tonio, from Tampa, Fla. to Qakl_and, Calif. 
Twenty-nine new NHSs are now in develop
ment. Under a. bill passed by the Senate and 
now awaiting House action, the total would 
be raised to some 200 by 1981. 

But except for technical advice and a min
imum of start-up funding, the NHSs have 
not depended heavily on the federal support. 
Quite to the contrary, the programs have 
succeeded because the "feds" are only pe
ripherally involved, because the approach is 
grass-roots based and free of the layers of 
bureaucracy and regulations which plague 
so many government housing efforts. 

Up to now, federal guidance has come 
from the Urban Reinvestment Task Force, a 
joint effort of the federal financial regula
tory agencies and Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. The pending leg
islation would create a permanent Neighbor
hood Reinvestment Corporation. But it too 
would be a very independent, qua.st-public or
ganization, and doubtless would continue 
under the guidance of William Whiteside, 
the genial, bearded Californian who has 
spread the NHS from coast to coast. 

Local NHSs succeed because they are based 
on a. partnership between groups often at 
loggerheads. The citizens of a neighborhood 
agree, at least within NHS, to forsake rough 
confrontation tactics; the city government 
to provide essential services; the lending in
stitutions to make reasonable risk loans in 
an area they may have redlined before. 

In Baltimore, it was Matilda Kava.l's block 
club, working with Baltimore's Southeast 
Community Organization, one of the coun
try's most broad-gauged and activist local 
citizens' groups, that formed the nucleus of 
resident participation. Robert Embry, then 
Baltimore's housing commissioner (and now 
an assistant secretary of (SHUD), pledged the 
city's co-operation for necessary improve
ments in sanitation, lighting and code en
forcement. The lenders, originally 'lery spe
cial, were brought into camp by Howard 
Scaggs, president of Baltimore's American 
National Building and Loan Association. 

But before the Baltimore NHS was 
launched, 40 community residents, lenders 
and city officials held a two-day workshop 
on neutral turf-in Easton, on Maryland's 
Eastern Shore. There, says Mr. Scaggs, they 
let out their antagonisms, identified Patter
son Park's problems, and finally determined 
"we should collectively attack the problems 
instead of each other." 

After that the Ford Foundation donated 
$100,000. Mr. Scaggs and his savings and loan 
associates raised $200,000. The Urban Rein
vestment Task Force lent staff support. Mrs. 
Koval and her friends kept the heat on the 
city government-and on any laggard neigh
bors to fix up their properties. by some blunt 
peer pressure and housing code enforcement. 

The NHS operates as a friendly all-around 
broker. Recognizing that many lower-income 
people don't know how to approach a banker 
about a loan, it counsels them on hnw to do 
that, helps them apply for urban homestead
ing or government-sponsored low-interest 
loans, or where all else falls, offers them ex
tremely inexpensive loans from its own hlgh
rlsk revolving loan fund. 

How widely can NHS projects be extended 
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a.round America? Mr. Scaggs believes all of 
Baltimore, even its most devastated neigh
borhoods, could one day be covered. 

What is clear ls that race doesn't make 
much difference to the program's success. 
Patterson Park is overwhelmingly white and 
Catholic-Polish, Ukrainian, Greek, German, 
Irish, plus a sprinkling of Orientals and 
Lumbee Indians, and only 10 per cent blacks. 
But nationwide, 52 per cent of NHS neigh
borhoods have more than 50 per cent black 
or Hispanic residents, some close to 100 per 
cent. 

Mr. Whiteside has repeatedly warned that 
the NHS concept shouldn't be expanded too 
rapidly lest the quality of staff work and sen
sitivity in stimulating local initiatives be 
lost-a rare modesty and aversion to empire
buildlng among bureaucrats. 

But he ls anxious to experiment increas
ingly with fresh strategies to preserve and 
restore neighborhoods. Five efforts in neigh
borhood commercial revitalization have been 
started. An apartment improvement program, 
begun in Yonkers, N.Y., and soon to be tried 
in Hartford, enlists lenders, property owners 
and tenants in a partnership to upgrade de
teriorated multi-unit buildings. 

On the drawing boards-or at least in the 
embryonic stage--are experimental strategies 
to manage and market vacant buildings, to 
cope with neighborhood crime, to bring the 
schools into a closer partnership in commu
nity revival. 

With the average big federal department, 
one would have to shudder at such an am
bitious agenda. But as long as Mr. Whiteside 
and his colleagues can grow slowly and re
main insulated from the greater Washington 
bureaucracy, acting simply as catalysts for 
actions that local people themselves must 
launch and maintain, the dangers may be 
minimal. Indeed, this may be one of the very 
few federally inspired efforts in which more
not less-is better·• 

STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN AL ULL
MAN, COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND 
MEANS, WITH RESPECT TO THE 
RULE TO BE REQUESTED ON H.R. 
6853, RELATING TO THE PAY
MENT OF EXCISE TAXES IN THE 
CASE OF FISHING EQUIPMENT 

HON. AL ULLMAN 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Com
mittee on Ways and Means has ordered 
H.R. 6853 favorably reported to the 
House with amendments. The bill re
lates to the timing of excise tax pay
ments on the sale of fishing equipment. 

I take this occasion to advise my 
Democratic colleagues as to the nature 
of the rule that I will request for con
sideration of H.R. 6853 on the floor of 
the House. The Committee on Ways and 
Means specifically instructed me to re
quest the Committee on Rules to grant 
a closed rule for consideration of H.R. 
6853 which would provide for <a) com
mittee amendments which would not be 
subject to amendment; (b) 30 minutes 
of general debate, to be equally divided; 
and (c) one motion to recommit with 
or without instructions. 

The committee expects to officially 
report the bill and file its report by 
April 21. It is our intention to request a 
hearing before the Committee on Rules 
as expeditiously as possible.• 
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THE BACKFIRE BOMBER 

ARGUMENT 

HON. STEVEN D. SYMMS 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, in today's 
Washington Post the highly respected 
columnist George Will addresses the is
sue of the Soviet Backfire bomber and 
how it .is to be counted in the SALT ne
gotiations. It is an acknowledged fact 
that the Backfire is a strategic aircraft-
that is, it has the range and capability to 
attack the continental United States. It 
has been designed for in-flight refueling. 

In 1976 the CIA commissioned per
formance analyses of the Backfire from 
the three U.S. aircraft companies that 
have extensive experience with bomber 
aircraft-Boeing Co., General Dynamics, 
and North American Rockwell. All three, 
in separate mdependent analyses, esti
mated the range of the Backfire to be be
tween 5,200 and 5,600 miles. 

Another point, Mr. Speaker, is that 
even if the present operational range of 
the Backfire were to be no more than 
3,500 miles as Mr. Herbert Scoville would 
have us believe, any improvements that 
the Soviets made in jet engine technology 
in the future could result in a 35- to 50-
percent increase in operational range 
without making modifications to the air
craft itself. This would be completely 
unverifiable by the United States. 

I would like to include the George Will 
column in my remarks and commend him 
for his thoughtful analysis: 

BACK TO THE BACKFmE .ARGUMENT 

Lawyers have an axiom: If you have the 
law on your side, argue the law; if you 
have the evidence on your side, argue the 
evidence; if you have neither, pound the 
table. In an overwrought letter in response 
to my recent column on the Soviet Backfire 
bomber, Herbert Scoville pounds the table. 

Scoville once was a government disarma
ment adviser, and his arguments are of in
terest, if only because they are, in primi
tive form, arguments the Carter administra
tion will use in defense of the strategic 
arms limitation agreement it is negotiating. 
Scoville's ill-temperedness is understand
able: He has the unenviable task of defend
ing the administration's position that Back
fire is not a strategic weapon and so need 
not count against Soviet strategic-arms 
limits. 

Scoville's bald assertion that Backfire 
cannot return to Soviet bases after striking 
targets in the United States is misleading 
because Backfire can be refueled, and it is 
irrelevant because Backfire can strike the 
United States and land in a third country, 
such as Cuba. (Many U.S. strategic bombers 
counted in SALT also would land in third 
countries. No U.S. strategic bomber can re
turn to the United States after a strike 
against the Soviet Union without refueling.) 

Scoville challenges the statement that the 
administration has accepted 600-kilometer 
range limits on cruise missiles. In fact, the 
administration has accepted such limits on 
all armed ground-launched cruise missiles, 
all armed sea-launched cruise missiles, and 
all armed air-launched cruise missiles ex
cept those carried on "heavy bombers." 

Because of President Carter's unilateral 
and unreciprocated decision to cancel the Bl 
bomber, the only heavy bombers the United 
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States will have for the foreseeable future 
are the aging B52s. 

ScoVille suggests that if the United States 
insisted that Backfire count against Soviet 
SALT totals, the Soviets would insist on 
counting U.S. Fills and F4s based in Europe 
and on carriers. But-Fllls and F4s are hardly 
comparable to Backfires: They have much 
less range and much lighter payloads than 
Backfires have. 

Of course, if the Soviets want to count U.S. 
planes deployed to defend our allles, the 
Soviets should be willing to count the enorm
ous and ~xpanding systems with which they 
threaten our allies. And, of course, Scoville 
knows, but does not care to dwell upon, the 
fact that the Soviets are unwilling to do so. 

To understand why the Soviets are un
willing, consider the most recent argument 
from Arthur Cox, whose ringing defense of 
the Soviets• position on Backfire started this 
agreeable tempest. Cox, who is a paid con
sultant to the administration, says that if 
the administration had insisted that Back
fire count as a strategic weapon, then the 
Soviets would have insisted that FBllls 
count against U.S. totals. Cox notes that the 
Soviets have not "demanded" inclusion of 
FBllls in strategic totals. 

Perhaps Cox thinks that is an example of 
Soviet magnanimity. On the other hand, it 
could have something to do with the fact 
that the Soviets soon will have nearly three 
times more Backfires than the United States 
has FBllls. 

Cox also notes that the Soviets have not 
"demanded" that we include our fighter
bombers based in Europe, Asia and on 
carriers. But it would be startling indeed 
if they did demand that theater forces be 
included in the equation. 

Here is how the balance looks for medium
range missiles: U.S., O; U.S.S.R., 600 (SS4s, 
SS5s) plus the new SS20s being deployed. 
And medium bombers U.S., 60 (FBllls); 
USSR, approximately 600 (Badgers and 
Blinders). 

As to other nuclear-capable aircraft of 
less than intercontinental range, the Rus
sians also have an advantage. In Europe alone 
they have roughly 1,400 against the United 
States' 400. (These figures are from the 1976 
annual report of the U.S. Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency.) 

Cox's most revealing argument consists of 
quoting the Soviet statement that "to raise 
such questions would lead matters to a situa
tion where there will be no agreement at all." 
And there you have the administration's 
negotiating posture. The Soviets determine 
the agenda for negotiations and then the 
substance of agreements, because they know 
the administration believes that almost any 
agreement is preferable to no agreement. 

The final argument that will be heard from 
the administration before the Senate rejects 
the SALT agreement wlll be: This is better 
than nothing. 

By a considerable margin, the Senate will 
disagree.e 

THE AGRICULTURAL TRADE 
EXPANSION ACT 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, events 
of the past few years, especially of the 
last several months, have American 
farmers worried about what 1978 will 
bring. The agricultural strike has shown 
this concern in the Nation's Capital and 
many other communities across the land. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

A large number of farmers who have de
cided not to strike are nonetheless rest
less and discontent. My contacts and 
correspondence with ninth district farm
ers have convinced me that the malaise 
runs very deep indeed. There is among 
them a widespread feeling that Ameri
can agriculture has been dealt a severe 
blow. They are fretting about low prices 
at market, soaring production costs, a 
decreasing share of the consumer food 
dollar, a declining farm population, rising 
farm imports and sagging farm exports: 
Pessimists are even talking about the 
demise of a way of life that is older than 
the Nation itself. 

THE CONCERNS 01'' FARMERS 

A brief look at the 1977 statistics on 
the finances of American agriculture re
veals that there is cause for some alarm. 
Under the influence of slackening world 
demand for our food and fiber, national 
farm income slipped to about $20 billion, 
a mere 60 percent of the record $33.3 
billion earned in 1973. When adjusted 
for inflation, the 1977 income figure was 
the lowest in over 40 years. Return on 
farm equity, which averaged 3.3 percent 
during the 1960's and 6 percent between 
1972 and 1975, dropped to 2 percent. Farm 
debt reached $116 billion, up 15 percent 
from 1976 and double the level of only 5 
years before. The prices of key commodi
ties such as corn and wheat, which sold 
for up to $4 and $6 a bushel just a few 
years before, fell sharply with many 
farmers failing to break even on average 
per bushel production costs of $2.20 for 
corn and $3 for wheat. In the first 9 
months of 1977 alone, overall farm costs 
rose 4 percent while prices fell 7 percent. 
Approximately 10 percent of all farmers 
were caught in a cost-price squeeze de
scribed by the experts as "dangers". 
These were generally newer farmers who 
purchased their land and equipment, or 
older farmers who expanded their oper
ations, in the "boom years" of the 1970's. 
Other farmers were getting by, but the 
prosperity they recently enjoyed seemed 
long gone. 

There are other matters of grave con
cern to our farmers beyond the current 
cost-price squeeze. Many of them fear 
the long-term effects of their inability to 
control their prices and costs. Our mod
ernized, energy-intensive agriculture 
carries with it the potential to produce 
unbelievable quantities of food-and 
bin-busting surpluses with no market 
outlet. History shows that our efforts to 
reduce the output of this efficient indus
try have not always met with success. 
Our agriculture also requires a greater 
dependence on high-cost services and 
goods. Farm products move to market 
in a transportation system that is in
creasingly costly to operate and always 
susceptible to the actions of labor. Ship
ping and loading costs sometimes loom 
as large as the expenses of planting and 
harvesting. The trucker, the railman, 
and the dockworker have become as im
portant to the farmer as the hired hand. 
In addition, the costs and availability of 
fertilizer, fuel, machinery, and pesticides 
make long-range planning difficult. The 
only certainty is that these items will be 
more scarce and higher priced in future 
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years. Farmers, just as many other busi
nessmen, are now captive to the deci
sions of corporate managers, labor lead
ers, and oil ministers. Farming is no 
longer the free-standing, self-sufficient 
enterprise it once was. 

Another issue of concern to our farm
ers is their decreasing share of the con
sumer food dollar. Many ninth district 
farmers have complained to me about 
the ever-increasing bite of the middle
men who stand between them and con
sumers. There can be no doubt that the 
middleman's share is enlarging at the 
expense of the farmers because there is 
no other way to explain the fact that 
prices in the supermarket have risen 
while prices on the farm have stabilized 
or fallen. The recent statistics are clear 
enough. Last year, personal food ex
penditures by Americans reached $218 
billion. The farmer's share of the total 
was about $56 billion, or 30 percent. 
However, the share of the total that 
went to pay the labor costs of marketing 
was about $58 billion, or 31 percent. ~t 
has been pointed out that 1977 was the 
first year in which the farmer's share 
was smaller than the share of marketing 
labor. Should this trend continue, the 
farm-product component of food costs 
could become so insignificant that even 
the greatest changes in producer prices 
would have little effect on consumer 
prices. We do not need to be told about 
the ultimate consequences of dealing the 
farmer out of the free-market game of 
supply and demand. Suffice it to say 
that they would be dangerous for farm
ers, middlemen, and consumers alike. 

Still another problem for our farmers 
is the declining farm population. Accord
ing to figures based on regular surveys 
taken by the Bureau of the Census, farm 
population dropped by 1.4 million, or 
14 percent, between 1970 and 1976. In 
the latter year it reached a new low of 
8.3 million persons. Thus, fewer than 1 
in every 25 Americans now lives on a 
farm, as opposed to one in every four in 
1935, when the farm population number
ed 30.5 million persons. The number of 
farms in the United States has 
fallen as well, from 6.8 million in 
1935 to 2.8 million in 1976. The 
problem of fewer farmers and farms 
is not really one of production. The 
output of crops and livestock has 
actually climbed 20 percent since 1970. 
Rather, it is a problem of "political 
clout." Secretary Bergland, himself a 
former Member of Congress, is fond of 
remarking that the American farmer is 
outgunned 400 to 35 in the House of 
Representatives. Of course, less farm 
strength in the halls of Congress means 
that farmers have less opportunity to 
promote the legislation they need and 
less chance to block the legislation they 
do not want. Some observers have cited 
+.he meat price controls of 1973 and the 
various farm expart restraints of 1973-
75 as actions of an urban-oriented Con
gress too sensitive to food prices and not 
sensitive enough to farm problems. They 
believe that such controls and restraints 
could not have been put into effect when 
farmers were better represented. 

A further difficulty faced by our farm
ers is the agricultural produce being im-
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ported into the United States from 
abroad. Although many of the imports
such as cof!ee, cocoa, tea, spices and 
tropical fruits-are not produced in com
mercial quantities here at home, others
such as meat and meat byproducts-are. 
The import market thus reflects a con
sumer demand for foods and food prep
arations that could be satisfied at least 
in part by American farmers without any 
change in consumer preferences. The 
value of agricultural imports rose from 
$11billionin1976 to $13.5 billion in 1977. 
Much of the increase was due to higher 
unit prices, not greater volume, but there 
is little consolation in that fact since 
every consumer dollar committed to the 
purchase of imported food is a consumer 
dollar which escapes the grasp of our 
farmers. Because our market is one of 
the freest and most open in the world, 
the prospect is that agricultural imports 
will continue to climb in value. 

THE PROBLEM OF FARM EXPORTS 

A final concern of farmers is the un
certain export market for their produce. 
While the value of farm exports was up 5 
percent in 1977 to $24 billion, volume was 
down 4 percent to 100 million metric tons. 
An export price index that averaged 
above its 1976 level accounted for the 
contrary trends. Besides lower export vol
ume, farmers were troubled by the slip
page of certain key commodities. The 
value of wheat exports plummeted 28 
percent to $2.9 billion, with volume de
clining 8 percent to 25.5 million tons, the 
lowest volume since 1972. The average 
export unit value of wheat <$115 per ton) 
was more than one-fifth below its 1976 
level. Exports of feed grains fell 19 per
cent in value to $4.9 billion, with volume 
down 6 percent to 48.5 million tons and 
average export unit value <$101 per ton) 
of! more than one-tenth. Also, the value 
of exported vegetables and meats dropped 
6 percent and 1 percent, respectively, to 
earnings of $674 million for vegetables 
and $617 for meat. As these statistics 
show, wheat and feed grains are the sore 
spots. 

There can be no denying that the 
world grain situation has changed. The 
.chronic shortfalls of the recent past have 
given way to huge surpluses. World pro
duction of wheat and coarse grains will 
probably reach 1.1 billion tons this year, 
only 4 percent below the record harvests 
of last year. This bounty comes at a time 
when immense stocks of these commodi
ties are already on hand. By the end of 
this year, there should be about 165 tons 
of wheat and coarse grains in storage, 
enough to satisfy about 15 percent of 
world need. The United States will be 
holding about 45 percent of the surplus, 
but much of the remainder will be con
centrated in the developing nations 
where grain deficits have been tradi
tional. The case of India is a helpful il
lustration. Two favorable monsoons have 
boosted grain production to such an ex
tent that government-held stocks are ap
proaching 20 percent of annual consump
tion. Indian agricultural experts have 
considered the option of making India a 
grain exporter. It is apparent that the 
abundance of grain in India and other 
developing nations has closed those 
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markets to the American grain farmer, at 
least in the short term. 

The problems of the would-be grain 
exporter are especially acute, but we 
should not overlook the problems of ex
porters of other agricultural commodi
ties. Farmers today are facing the pros
pect of increased competition in most 
world food markets. The chaotic fluctu
ations in supply and demand of the past 
few years are yielding to more stable 
conditions in which nations worry less 
about food shortages. Total world output 
of food in 1977 was up 1 percent over 
the previous year and per capita food 
production was only slightly below the 
1976 record. Total output and per capita 
production were up 14 and 6 percent, 
respectively, over the critically low levels 
of 1972. Such prosperity in successive 
years is bound to complicate the life of 
the exporter. Many experts have fore
cast a mixed farm export scenario for 
1978. The value of farm exports this 
year will range from $22 to $24 billion, 
either equal to or below last year's 
value. On the other hand, the volume of 
farm exports will be about 110 million 
tons, a 10-percent increase. 
THE IMPORTANCE OF AGRICULTURE AND FARM 

EXPORTS 

During one of my recent visits to the 
ninth district, a well-intentioned urban 
constituent asked me why there is so 
much talk about the farmer. "I know we 
couldn't eat without him," he said, "but 
every time I turn around the Congress is 
looking at another farm bill." This 
puzzled constituent failed to take ac
count of the enormous economic signifi
cance of American agriculture. Like so 
many other people, he was thinking of 
how few farmers there are, not how 
much those few do. Farming, the largest 
American industry, is in fact the back
bone of the national economy. Our 4.4 
million farmworkers make up one-fifth 
of all private business in the United 
States. Last year farmers spent $40 bil
lion to live and another $85 billion on 
agricultural production. In 1975, farm
ers spent $2.4 billion on tractors, $1.2 bil
lion on cars and trucks for business use 
and $5 .2 billion on other machinery and 
equipment alone. They maintain assets 
of $730 billion and pay interest on their 
substantial debt. This economic vitality 
is not limited to the farm itself. In one 
way or another, farmers provide a living 
for millions of merchants, bankers, 
schoolteachers, and others who serve the 
farm community. Also, the production, 
processing, and distribution of food ac
count for one-fifth of the gross national 
product and employ more than 15 per
cent of the total civilian work force. 
Simply put, it is not possible to over
estimate the economic importance of 
farming. 

If agriculture is the backbone of the 
national economy then exports are the 
backbone of agriculture isasmuch as they 
provide the farmer with a good share of 
his market. Exports have other benefits, 
too. They reduce the trade deficit, stimu
late growth in the agricultural sector and 
help the American consumer. Perhaps 
we can better understand our farmers' 
worries about exports if we consider 
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briefly the various contributions that ex
ports make. 

Those who know agriculture well know 
that it depends on exports to sustain its 
production. Without exports farmers 
would constantly face the grim dilemma 
of staggering surpluses or drastic cut
backs in production. It is a truism that 
the American agricultural machine is 
much too efficient to be contained with
in the limits of the domestic market 
alone. In 1976 over 337 million acres were 
harvested-the most in two decades
and about 100 million of those acres pro
duced for export. The latter figure rep
resents twice the export acreage of the 
1950's and half again that of the 1960's. 
Many farmers dedicate far more than 
this average ratio of land to export. For 
example, those who market wheat and 
soybeans export over half their produce. 
In cotton and rice the figure is over 40 
percent. Sizable portions of other com
modities-such as tobacco and feed
grains-also go abroad. All in all, today's 
farmer receives about one-fifth of his 
income from sales overseas. The view 
from Europe, Asia and South America is 
just as impressive. The American farmer 
is supplying about 16 percent of the value 
of all agricultural commodities that move 
in world trade, up from 12 percent in 
1971. The breakdown of this percentage 
is striking. Of the major commodities 
being sold around the world, three
f ourths of the soybeans, half the wheat, 
one-third the cotton and one-fifth the 
vegetable oils are American-grown. In 
addition, about 70 percent of all food aid 
originates on our shores. There can be 
no question of the great reliance of many 
nations on our high-quality farm 
products. 

A second benefit of agricultural exports 
is the positive contribution they make 
to America's international trade account. 
Agriculture, which has contributed a sur
plus to that account every year since 
1960, enables the country to import 
everything from oil and strategic raw 
materials to fully manufactured con
sumer items. The dollar would face dis
aster in international money markets 
and o'lir rble in the world economy would 
be compromised if we could not finance 
these imports properly. Of course, most 
people are well a ware that our trade 
position has been deteriorating. The 
rapid rise in oil imports, our own eco
nomic expansion and the slower growth 
of the economies of our major trading 
partners resulted in $27 billion worth of 
red ink in 1977 and may be followed by 
a $25 billion to $30 billion shortfall this 
year-levels nearly triple the 1976 deficit 
of $9.2 billion. Our trade position is bad, 
but there is no telling how much worse 
it would be without the usual surplus of 
$10 billion or more registered by our 
farmers. It is apparent that we will con
tinue to need all the "trade relie!" we 
can get from the agricultural sector. 

I have already mentioned that exports 
provide the farmer with a good share of 
his market. It should come as no surprise, 
then, that a third benefit of agricultural 
exports is the positive ef!ect they have on 
the farm economy. Economists have 
taken note of the salient features of this 
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"export stimulus." The dollar that the 
farmer earns abroad moves quickly 
through the economy. Every such dollar 
he returns to the farm sector is more 
than doubled in the economy. The conse
quences for business activity and employ
ment are quite remarkable. As concerns 
business activity, farm exports created 
nearly $50 billion worth as early as 1975-
$30 billion in the agricultural sector it
self and $20 billion in the support sectors 
of food processing, transportation, ware
housing, wholesaling, retailing, and so 
forth. As concerns employment, about 
one-half million farmworkers are re
quired to produce for export. Another 
half million people have jobs in the sup
port sectors that are dependent on farm 
exports in one way or another. Farm 
sales in foreign countries are now, and 
will continue to be, the economic engine 
that drives rural America. -

Expert commentators on the farm 
scene will go on and on where talk turns 
to the benefits of exporting American 
agricultural products. Beyond the three 
obvious benefits I have discussed, there 
are scores of additional ones. Farm ex
ports make the American consumer one 
of the best fed in the world. Contrary to 
the popular belief that exports drive food 
prices up and despite a twofold increase 
in exports since 1970, the disposable in
come left over after food purchases has 
inched up-not down-to 83.1 percent of 
income since 1970, a rise of four-tenths 
of 1 percent. This means that the aver
age American still spends more on his 
car than on his groceries. The economic 
mechanism at work here is no mystery: 
consumers benefit from exports because 
the exports allow farmers to be more 
efficient by maintaining full production 
at the lowest possible unit cost. Farm ex
ports also carry tremendous weight in our 
foreign relations. Our food aid pro
grams-especially those commonly called 
"concessional"-have helped countries to 
build their economies, to feed millions of 
hungry· after devastation and to offset 
the detrimental effects of skyrocketing 
populations. Such generosity is not often 
forgotten, even in times of political tur
moil and change in the recipient nations. 
Finally, farm exports save the taxpayers 
money because the farmer can depend on 
a market and not on the Government for 
his income. Although it is difficult to say 
just how much the Federal farm budget 
has been reduced by exports, there is 
general agreement that the reduction in 
the cost of the subsidy programs has 
been . sharp. 

The more we think about farm ex
ports, the more important they seem to 
be. On a recent visit to the ninth district 
I watched a Hoosier farmer hard at work 
in his fields. It occurred to me that he 
might not realize just how indispensable 
he had become to people all over the 
world. The cares of the international 
community-peace and economic de
velopment--seemed very far away, but 
they were being decided right there 
where a plow cut the earth and a man 
cast an occasional glance toward the sky. 
Those of us who deliberate on policy 
would do well to ponder carefully what 
we can do to stabilize and encourage the 
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export of our farm produce. This is an 
age of superlatives, but it is exaggeration 
to say that there are few issues of greater 
urgency. 

WHY FARM EXPORTS HAVE GROWN 

To better understand what we should 
do we must first understand why 
agricultural exports have assumed a 
central place in our economy. They have 
not always occupied such a place. Late 
in 1972, however, there began an "export 
surge" unprecedented in our history. A 
number of factors paved the way for it. 
Consider both the factors that are 
beyond our reach and those that we can 
control. 

Bad weather in many parts of the globe 
was one of the forces behind the export 
surge. Drought and cold devastated crops 
and led to meager harvests in nations 
that traditionally produced enough to 
make farm imports incidental. In 1972, 
adverse weather in the Soviet Union and 
China sharply increased our farm ex
ports to those countries through 1974. 
Similarly, poor weather on the Asian 
subcontinent in 1973 boosted our exports 
of rice and wheat to that region through 
1975. Bad weather struck here at home 
in 1974, keeping the value of our exports 
up. The fallowing year brought another 
marginal Soviet crop, and a severe 
drought hit Europe in 1976. Last year 
saw adverse weather in China, North 
Africa, and Asia. The weather has cer
tainly been a key to the new found inter
national stature of the American farmer. 
He is one of the few with sufficient 
strength to keep the crops growing and 
the exports flowing even when the 
weather would have it otherwise. Im
mense productivity may sometimes be a 
curse, but it may also be a blessing in 
disguise. 

A second factor in the export surge 
was rising income and hope for a better 
life in much of the world. In the devel
oped countries, average per capita in
come is expected to reach $4,000 per year 
in 1980, up 22 percent from the 1970 
figure of $3,100. The large income gap 
between rich and poor shows few signs of 
narrowing, but the group of so-called 
middle-income developing nations-in 
North Africa, the Middle East, the Far 
East, and Latin America-has an aver
age per capita income of $900 per year 
that has recently been increasing by as 
much as 4 percent to 6 percent annually. 
The 1 billion inhabitants of these na
tions are noticeably better off than they 
were just a few years ago. In addition, 
the developing world as a whole has an 
average per capita income that is grow
ing about one-third faster than that of 
the industrial countries at a comparable 
stage of their development. Recent 
growth rates of developing countries 
have also been higher than in the devel
oped world. Of course, the American 
farmer has benefited from these trends. 
More and better food is one of the first 
items on the "shopping list" of a fam
ily just beginning to enjoy some small 
increase of prosperity. 

A final factor behind the export surge 
was our agricultural policy. By general 
consensus, our domestic farm programs 
of the past decade-unlike those, for ex-
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ample, of the protectionistic European 
Community have been sensitive to con
ditions of international trade and con
sequently have served to keep American 
farm commodities competitive in world 
markets. At the international level itself, 
the devaluation of the dollar, the exist
ence of a foreign marketing base laid 
down in the 1960's, major trade negotia
tions and the opening of trade relations 
with Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union, 
and the People's Republic of China have 
all played a positive role. Trade rela
tions with the non-market-economy na
tions are especially noteworthy since 
the United States in general-and 
American agriculture in particular
ha ve been primary beneficiaries of the 
East-West link. In the period from 1970 
to 1976, total trade between East and 
West almost quadrupled in value from 
$13 billion to $48 billion. Our entry into 
these previously untapped markets 
expanded our expart volume and helped 
to move our trade account toward 
balance. As might have been suspected, 
the East-West link brought on massive 
growth in our farm exports to the East. 
Between 1970 and 1976, our farmer's 
shipments to the non-market-economy 
nations jumped in value from $210 mil
lion to $3 billion. In terms of "export 
mix," t:r.e agricultural share of our total 
exports to the East climbed from 50 per
cent in 1970 to 62 percent in 1976. 
Filling a void that these nations could 
not fill themselves was certainly in the 
best interests of our farmers. That it 
may also have been in the best interests 
of those who received our food is 
consistent with the spirit of detente. 

THE FUTURE OF FARM EXPORTS 

What does the future hold for the 
American farmer? We must be very con
cerned with his well-being this year, but 
we should not let the crush of present 
circumstances blind us to events a few 
years down the road. One of the most 
pressing questions in the longer term is 
clear enough: Will the farmer's export 
market expand or contract? That is, will 
farm exports continue the general up
ward movement that began late in 1972 
or will they drop down toward the levels 
we knew before the surge? The answer 
is of critical importance because, as we 
have seen, exports are so essential to the 
farm economy. My survey of the litera
ture on the future of agricultural exports 
convinces me that there are several fac
tors which may prompt ever greater ex
ports in the future. Again, some of these 
factors are beyond our reach while oth
ers can be controlled. Let us consider 
what they are. 

The uncertainty of the weather must 
loom large in any consideration of the 
future of farm exports. Most meteorol
ogists believe that the relatively good 
weather of the past few years cannot 
continue. They point out that such re
gions as the Asian rice bowl and the 
Russian wheatlands are places where bad 
weather tends to be the rule rather than 
the exception. A long drought in the 
former or a sudden freeze in the latter
events which have happened so many 
times before-could occur again, wiping 
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out the food reserves we think so large 
and putting a strain on the unparalleled 
productivity of the American farmer. In 
fact, many experts who have studied the 
matter must be described as quite pes
simistic. They say that altogether prob
able variations in weather are bound to 
cause severe food shortages simply be
cause the world supply is so precariously 
balanced. They caution us to base our 
agricultural policies on the possibility of 
weather extremes in any locale, not on 
optiumum growing conditions. Some of 
the experts have even gone so far as to 
predict long-range changes in climate
that is, changes in overall weather pat
terns-that could make American agri
culture the permanent mainstay of the 
world food economy and the only hedge 
against starvation on a global scale. 
\Vhile we can only pray that such pre
dictions are wrong, we should help our 
farmers prepare for the challenge that 
may lie ahead. What these experts are 
suggesting our farmers have known for 
sometime: Weather and climate can 
often mean more than all the agricul
tural policies of the world combined. 

Any assessment of the future of farm 
exports must take into account the 
burgeoning world population. In this 
regard, the problems to be weighed are 
really two-food distribution and food 
production-though the former is the 
more immediate one. By most estimates 
the world already produces enough food 
to provide the entire human race with 
a nutritionally balanced diet of 65 
grams of protein and 3,000 calories 
daily. The twin specters of malnutrition 
and starvation continue to stalk a 
quarter of the world's four billion inhab
itants because the mechanisms to dis
tribute the oversupply of food are not 
adequate to the numbers to be fed. How
ever, this ironic situation will become 
worse before it becomes better. The 
more serious problem of food production 
may be upon us sooner than we think. 
With it may come difficulties in food 
distribution that would make our present 
mechanisms seem efficient. Many demog
raphers anticipate that by the year 2000 
the world's population will approach 6.5 
billion. If certain of their fundamental 
assumptions are only slightly off, the 
population could reach a full 7 billion
as many as 2 billion more than were 
expected just a decade ago. World food 
needs will probably have doubled by 
the year 2010. Moreover, some 50 percent 
of all people will be living in cities more 
or less remote from the sources of food 
supply. The comparable figure today is 
39 percent. The impending "food crisis" 
may make the energy crisis seem pale 
by comparison. In any case, the Ameri
can farmer will certainly be called upon 
to step into the breach. 

The recovery of the world economy 
from the 1974-75 recession is, despite 
its slow and painful character, another 
sign that our farm exports may pick up 
in the coming years. The pressure of 
double-digit inflation has eased to more 
acceptable levels and unemployment is 
beginning to edge down. Reasonably 
encouraging growth targets (4.5 percent 
for the Economic Community, 4.5 per-
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cent to 5 percent for the United States, 
and so forth> are being set. Resulting 
higher personal income abroad should 
attract our farm exports as foreign 
consumers choose to improve their diets. 
However, in our enthusiasm for better 
economic conditions we should not 
ignore the serious troubles that remain. 
Staggering balance-of-payments prob
lems, brought on in large measure by 
costly oil imports, are causing national 
economic planners to proceed with cau
tion. Many nations are reluctant to 
prime their economies for expansion out 
of fear of renewed inflation. World eco
nomic growth is not as strong as we 
would prefer since it is substantially 
below its prerecession levels, but a 
"growth recession" <as some economists 
have termed it) is better than a plain 
recession. It is hoped that policies of 
patience and prudence will pay off in 
the long run. 

A fourth factor likely to affect our farm 
exports is the current round of trade ne
gotiations-the so-called Tokyo round 
underway in Geneva. These negotiations, 
now in their final stages, are intended to 
free up world trade by reducing national 
trade barriers. Reductions in tariffs and 
nontariff barriers such as quotas are un
der consideration. Under a timetable 
agreed to last summer, major partici
pants are aiming to reac~1 a broad con
sensus this summer on the elements to 
be contained in a package of new multi
lateral trade agreements. The package 
may contain: 

General tariff reductions of up to 40 
percent to be phased in over a period of 
8 to 10 years; 

Agricultural trade rules to provide for 
greater market access, supply and price 
stability and safeguards against world 
famine; 

Improved rules governing the use of 
temporary import relief; 

New limits on the use of export sub
sidies and measures to counteract export 
subsidies; 

Uniform customs valuation systems 
and tighter controls on quotas and li
censing systems; and 

A new "code of conduct" to prevent the 
abuse of anticompetitive domestic pol
icies that affect exports. 

Our farmers have a critical stake in 
these negotiations. It is essential that 
their export interests not be sacrificed 
in an ::.ttempt to gain trade advantages 
for other less efficient American indus
tries. It is also essential that the protec
tionism of the large agricultural mar
kets-the European Community and 
Japan, to name just two-be lessened. 
Our farmers will surely benefit from 
fairer international commerce. Their 
productivity alone gives them the power 
they need to compete head-to-head with 
any of the world's agricultural producers. 

Yet another factor which will deter
mine the future of our farm exports is 
our marketing policy. In today's competi
tive environment, an aggressive, well
funded policy is what we need. Our 
agricultural products will not sell them
selves. On the contrary, they must be 
sold in conditions where buyers have a 
wide range of choices before them. This 
means that our marketing policy must 
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be double edged; improved market de
velopment must go hand-in-hand with 
improved marketing technique. In the 
area of marketing policy we have 
some fierce competitors. Argentina, Aus
tralia, Brazil, !Srael, south Africa, and 
other leading agricultural producers to
gether spent niore than $146 million on 
the promotion of farm products in 1976, 
a gain of 3.5 percent over the previous 
year and 56.9 percent over 1966. Leading 
the way were Israel (1.54 percent of ex
port earnings spent> and Australia ( 1.1 
percent of export earnings spent>. By 
comparison, the United States spent $21.6 
million for the promotion of farm prod
ucts in the same year, 5 percent less than 
a year before and only 4 percent more 
than in 1970. This expenditure equaled 
a mere 0.1 percent of export earnings. 
There is ample room for improvement 
here. 

A sixth item in the future of our farm 
exports is our relationship with the non
market-economy nations-specifically, 
the countries of Eastern Europe, the 
Soviet Union, and the People's Republic 
of China. As I mentioned before, Ameri
can agricultural trade with these nations 
has increased dramatically in this dec
ade. Eastern Europe bought American 
farm products valued at $1.2 billion in 
1977, up from $100 million in 1969. Pre
liminary estimates put the 1977 value of 
our farm exports to the Soviet Union at 
$1.1 billion, up from $11.6 million 8 
years before. China imported about $625 
million worth of our farm products in 
1973 and 1974, after which it ceased to 
be a significant market for us. However, 
it returned to the American farmer last 
year to purchase $66 million in soybeans 
and cotton. Summing these figures, we 
find that these non-market-economy na
tions made up 12.5 percent of our 1977 
farm export market. Aside from the tra
ditional factors that influence trade 
among nations, an increase of our farm 
sales in the East awaits change in two 
additional areas: improvement in over
all diplomatic relations and removal of 
ideologically motivated barriers to trade. 

The advent of detente, with its better 
East-West commercial relations, has 
done much to confirm the belief that 
trade fluorishes when mistrust and hos
tilities are reduced. Consequently, addi
tional efforts to find points of accommo
dation with the Soviet Union and its 
Eastern Europe neighbors should pro
vide positive results for our farmers. As 
we look forward to further trade bene
fits of diplomacy, however, our relation
ships with China stands out. If 
the diplomatic progress already made 
could be consolidated and momen
tum toward normalization recap
tured, there would be a strong 
probability of large farm exports to that 
nation. China alone numbers among its 
population one-fourth of the world's in
habitants. Its desire to raise the stand
ard-of-living of its people has been 
translated into purchases of wheat 
abroad. Annual import volumes of 9 mil
lion tons may be registered, but this 
wheat will come from Argentina, Aus
tralia, and Canada-not from the United 
States. 
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The removal of ideologically motivated 

barriers to trade with the East is just as 
important as an improvement in overall 
diplomatic relations. From the stand
point of the enterprising businessman, 
such impediments to trade can be more 
chilling than Government overregula
tion. One of the more prominent of these 
barriers is title IV of the Trade Act of 
1974, a provision of law which prohi~its 
the granting of most-favored-nation 
status and the issuing of Government 
credits to most Communist countries. At 
the present time, these restrictions are 
in effect for all Communist nations ex
cept Poland, Romania, and Yug?Slavia. 
Thus, the nonmarket-economy giants
the Soviet Union and Chma, as well as 
some of the industrialized nonmarket
economy states, East Germany and 
Czechoslovakia-are denied full access to 
our markets and are kept from making 
credit purchases of our goods. The latter 
restriction hurts our farmers directly 
since credit sales cannot be made. The 
former hurts them indirectly since inter
national traders who do not open their 
own markets cannot expect to find every 
market open to them. When all is said 
and done, trade is a two-way street. 

The seventh, and final, item in the fu
ture of our farm exports is the condition 
of our Government credit programs. One 
of the principal initiatives-food for 
peace-has been used for more than 23 
years to provide food and fiber to de
veloping countries that do not have the 
funds on hand to pay cash. Under food 
for peace, American farm products are 
sent abroad on "concessional" credit ex
tended for 20 to 40 years, in most cases 
at 3 percent interest. In all, some $26 
billion worth of farm products have been 
shipped out bearing the food-for-peace 
emblem. Current volume is running at 
about 6.5 million tons per year. Although 
food for peace is intended primarily to 
alleviate hunger and reduce farm sur
pluses, another of its aims is economic 
development. The idea is to help a recipi
ent nation so that it can eventually 
"graduate" from concessional food pur
chases to commercial ones. Boosters of 
the development aspect of the program 
point out that among the early recipients 
were post war Japan and 17 war-scarred 
nations of Europe, all of which became 
commercial importers by 1969. Those 
who are skeptical of this development as
pect contend that the track record of 
the developing nations in the Third 
World is not nearly so strong. 

The other principal initiative-the 
Commodity Credit Corporation export 
credit sales program-was designed to 
help the United States maintain its 
share of traditional markets and estab
lish new outlets for farm products. This 
program provides short-term commer
cial credit to countries willing to buy 
American food but unable to put down 
cash. The normal term of credit is 1 
year, though a 3-year period is al
lowed. Rates of interest have varied from 
6.5 to 12 percent in recent years. 
Also, the supply from which the com
modity is to be bought must be in excess 
of American domestic needs and export 
requirements, and the sale of the com-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

modity must not displace normal com
mercial sales. From 1964 to 1974 the pro
gram accounted for 4 percent of all our 
farm exports. Its budget peaked in 1973 
at over $1 billion, plunged sharply 
through 1975 and recovered after that. 
Credit totaling $1.7 billion will be avail
able this year, a new record. 

THE AGRICULTURAL TRADE EXPANSION ACT 

As I have noted, the future of our 
farm exports will be determined to some 
extent by factors beyond our control. 
There are, however, things we can and 
should do to help insure that our farm
ers remain a potent force in world agri
cultural markets. Therefore, it is with 
great pleasure that I join my distin
guished colleague from Illinois, Repre
sentative PAUL FINDLEY, and other Mem
bers of Congress in sponsorship of the 
Agricultural Trade Expansion Act. I am 
certain that this reasonable, measured 
response to the problem of farm exports 
would do much to keep the agricultural 
sector healthy in these trying times. 

The first major provision of the bill 
would allow the Commodity Credit Cor
poration to extend credit over periods of 
3 to 10 years to willing buyers of our 
farm products. This new "intermediate" 
credit initiative would bridge the gap 
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that the extension of farm export credit 
to Communist nations-already a part of 
our policy-does not give those nations a 
"free ride" at our expense. They must 
meet high standards of credit worthiness 
just as other customers do. I should also 
point out that there is no law of politics 
to the effect that the best interests of 
traditional adversaries cannot sometimes 
be served together. In the final analysis, 
our failure to enter the food markets of 
the populous Communist nations is a 
disservice to ourselves alone. They will 
get the food they want from suppliers 
in the West, but we will not get their 
business. 

Mr. Speaker, we know how important 
farm exports are and what must be done 
to increase them. The Agricultural Trade 
Expansion Act addresses a geninue 
need in a straightforward way. I com
mend the bill to the attention of my 
colleagues. I urge that you consider it 
carefully.• 

WYDLER FORECASTS "ATOMIC 
SPUTNIK" 

HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE 
OF TEXAS 

between the generous concessional terms IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
of Food for Peace and the strict com-
mercial terms of the export credit sales Thursday, April 13, 1978 
program and would prompt more nations • Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Speaker, the dis
to graduate from concessional to com- tinguished gentleman from New York 
mercial food purchases. Many countries (Mr. WYDLER) , ranking minority mem
might make such a move, but the most ber of our Science and Technology Com
likely candidates for graduation would mittee. recently had discussions on nu
include nine concessional credit recipi- clear energy with leading Soviet experts 
ents with an annual per capita gross na- in Moscow and Kiev. 
tional product of more than $550: Israel, Upon his return, Mr. WYDLER wrote 
Jamaica, Jordan, Korea, Lebanon, Peru, President Carter of his concern that this 
Portugal, Syria, and Tunisia. Also, na- country has fallen behind in breeder re
tions which were too rich to buy on con- actor development and is slipping into 
cessional terms but too strapped to ·buy . second place in the nuclear club behind 
on present commercial terms would be the U.S.S.R. 
encouraged to seek our farm export Although Mr. WYDLER and I do have 
credit. Finally, an intermediate credit some differences of opinion on what con
initiative would bolster our sales position stitutes a strong breeder program, I feel 
by allowing the Commodity Credit Cor- that his letter makes for valuable read
poration to compete more evenly with .. ·· ing. It is important that all the Mem
such nations as Argentina, Australia, bers of the House have the benefit of Mr. 
and Canada-all of which are able to WYDLER's perspective as the Congress 
provide farm export credit over a period prepares once again to vote on funding 
of more than 3 years. for nuclear technology development. 

The second major provision of the bill Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I submit Mr. 
would remove restrictions on the grant- WYDLER's letter to the President for the 
ing of Government farm export credit RECORD, as follows: 
to nonmarket-economy nations. This 
new access to our capital would un
doubtedly provide encouragement to 
those countries to buy our farm products, 
especially in times of oversupply. The 
export credit sales program has already 
met with success in Eastern Europe. Be
cause three Eastern European states are 
exempt from the restrictions, short-term 
commercial credit granted in that re
gion reached $250 million just 2 years 
ago. Potential for continued sales there 
is good because the traditional supplier
the Soviet Union-is not nearly as reli
able as the United States. Of course, the 
huge economies of the Soviet Union and 
China and the industrialized economies 
of East Germany and Czechoslovakia 
have an even greater potential to absorb 
our farm products. I should point out 

COMMI'lTEE ON SCIENCE 
AND TECHNOLOGY, 

Washington, D.C., April 4, 1978. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Today I am writing 
you from the perspective of a series of inter
national energy discussions which I have just 
had with the Soviets. It is no exaggeration 
to say that we are on the verge of an "Atomic 
Sputnik" in terms of our nuclear policy vis
a-vis the Soviets. They are rapidly moving 
to build breeder reactor plants and deploy 
light water nuclear power plants so as to 
put us clearly in second place in the nuclear 
league. In particular, I discussed the status 
of breeder reactor development with Mr. Igor 
Morozov, Deputy Chairman of the Soviet 
State Committee for Atomic Energy. As you 
know, the critical question of which direc
tion the U.S. Breeder program will take is 
before our Science and Technology Commit-
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tee this week. I hope this letter will provide 
you additional insight on why our Commit
tee is still concerned about the absence of a 
strong commitment in the U.S. program. 

I am pleased that you have initiated an 
effort to come to some accommodation with 
the Congress on the breeder program and 
the Clinch River Reactor Project in particu
lar. I share your view, as Secretary Schlesinger 
has related it, that continued confrontation 
on this issue is not in the best interest oi 
the country. Chairman Teague has told me 
that you do feel that our nation needs a 
strong breeder program. 

The fact is, however, that our program can
not really be strong without a demonstration 
of fast breeder technology in an operating 
plant. This plant does not have to be the one 
currently planned for Clinch River, but 
could incorporate more advanced breeder 
technology. However, until we make a larger 
commitment, we must keep the Clinch River 
Plant option open! 

I have come to this conclusion about the 
breeder after my discussion last week with 
the Soviets in Moscow. I have also had ex
tensive discussions with the International 
Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna and the 
French Atomic Energy Commission, all with
in the past year. In all cases the evidence 
is irrefutable. Other major developed nations 
are far ahead of us in breeder development. 
Our continuing technology program is sim
ply not sufficient to keep this energy option 
open to the United States in a timely 
manner! 

The Russians have no intention of slowing 
their already ambitious breeder program. 
They have been operating a 350 Megawatt 
plant on the Caspian Sea; this "Clinch River" 
plant has been on line for over 3 years. They 
plan to complete and begin operation of a 
600 Megawatt plant in 1980. Thus within 
the next several years they will have accumu
lated operating experience of 6-8 years on 
two different breeder plant designs. Mr. 
Morozov told me that design of a 1600 Mega
watt plant is about to begin and construc
tion will start in the next few years. The 
Soviets expect that it will take only 7 years 
to build this commercial-sized plant! 

Mr. President, I think you will agree that 
the Soviets are much farther down the road 
toward the breeder option than ourselves 
particularly when one considers the strin
gent U.S. requirements on breeder licensing. 
I'm afraid our fall-back position of an 
R. & D. Program is simply not enough. As 
we found in our space program, it is not 
enough to merely design success! vely more 
powerful rockets-one must build and fly 
them as well. We must tell the world we are 
a strong player in breeder development, and 
the only convincing way to do that is to build 
a plant and make a visible national commit
ment. The Russians' timetable calls for oper
ation of a commercial size breeder reactor 
by as early as 1987. We cannot guarantee 
operation of the Clinch River Plant, which is 
far from commercial, by that date even if 
we "pulled out all the stops" on that project. 

It is necessary, but not sufficient, to 
merely say that the United States will pur
sue a strong breeder program. That is a 
commitment to nothing. We cannot expect 
the Russians, French, British, Germans or 
Japanese to take it seriously. Mr. President, 
we either play the breeder ball game or be
come a spectator. What we have now, even 
if we keep the Clinch River team together, 
is only "half a program." 

I think it is also important to tell you 
something about the Soviet commitment to 
light water reactor technology. The Soviets 
have decided to build and rely completely 
on nuclear-electric plants west of the Urals 
in the European sector of the USSR. This 
decision is based on the fact the Soviets are 
running out of oil, gas and good coal. Dr. 
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Stanovmik of the Economic Commission of 
Europe said the Soviets have informed 
Ea6tern Bloc nations that they cannot count 
on any oil, and only on limited amounts of 
gas from the USSR. If one looks at Siberia 
as having potentially more resources than 
Alaska, I think it is inescapable to conclude 
that we face even a bleaker future than the 
Soviets for fossil fuel supplies. Yet we are 
limping indecisively on the nuclear option. 

The Supreme Soviet of the Ukraine told 
me in Kiev that they will complete six large 
nuclear power plants in the next five years 
or so. The first unit is already on-line and 
facilities will be completed to reprocess nu
clear fuel on-site to recover the precious 
energy stored in the uranium and pluto
nium. 

I understand that you plan to make a 
strong public statement on the need to 
speed the deployment of light water reac
tors. I urge you to do so in the very near 
future so as to improve the climate for pub
lic acceptance of nuclear power. Your licens
ing bill was an important first step in this 
direction and I applaud you for it. I hope 
that you can accelerate a nuclear waste man
agement program in the light of the recent 
DOE report on this issue. The technology 
for safe disposal of waste exists; the coun
try is waiting for a program which matches 
the technology. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that you 
have brought about solidly constructive 
evaluation of the real concerns about nuclear 
weapon proliferation since last April. How
ever, I believe that two basic facts remain 
unchanged. First, our cutback of the breeder 
program and lack of commitment to build a 
fast reactor plant is a clear signal to other 
nations that we are not serious about pre
serving this long-term option. Second, this 
country's indication that nuclear power is 
"a last resort" has undermined our credi
bility abroad and made us an unreliable nu
clear partner. I think it has become clear 
that it should not require the arresting of 
our technology development to address your 
proliferation concerns. 

The Soviets contend that they a.re just as 
serious as the United States a.bout prevent
ing the proliferation of nuclear weapons but 
"collective decisions" must be made on safe
guards. 

The CIVEX process appears an attractive 
route to blunting the terrorist threat for 
atomic weapons by a. diversion-resistant fuel 
cycle for breeders. Reprocessing of light water 
reactor fuel could proceed in the near future 
under strict U.S. safeguards. Such activity 
could serve as a demonstration of U.S. con
cerns to the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) and a basis for international 
safeguards agreements. 

The Soviets clearly recognize the urgency 
of pursuing the breeder option based on 
world uranium reserves, common sense eco
nomics and the need for some degree of en
ergy independence from fossil fuels. How
ever, their goals for nuclear power go be
yond the generation of electricity. The So
viets intend to satisfy one-third of all their 
energy requirements for heat and electricity 
thru nuclear power by the end of the 
century. They feel so confident about this 
that they are promising Eastern European 
nations all the electricity that these coun
tries will require for future decades. The 
ambitious building program for atomic 
plants in the Ukraine is dramatic evi
dence of this commitment. I think you 
will agree that our own program~ 
pales beside the Soviets despite our clear 
need and technological edge. It is frightening 
to speculate on the degree of control of the 
world market they might achieve by imple
menting this program. 

Mr. President, I think it is time we moved 
ahead on the nuclear option. We have spent 
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the last year rethinking our nuclear future. 
We must now commit strongly to breeder 
technology including a demonstration plant 
to get valuable operating experience. We 
must also get many more nuclear power 
plants in place so that coal can be converted 
to critically needed liquids and gas. I hope 
you will move ahead boldly on both these 
fronts. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN W. WYDLER, 

Ranking Minority Member, Committee 
on Science and Technology.e 

LOUIS SIDOLI-CITIZEN OF THE 
YEAR 

HON. RONALD A. SARASIN 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. SARASIN. Mr. Speaker, com
munity involvement and public partici
pation are the cornerstones upon which 
democracy stands and upon which our 
quality of life and social development de
pend. If anyone personifies these two 
qualities it is Mr. Louis Sidoli of Hamden, 
Conn., who is being named by the Ham
den Italian-American I'1dependent Club 
as its 1978 "Citizen of the Year." It is 
with great pride and appreciation that I 
join them in recognizing this fine com
munity leader for his many outstanding 
contributions and endless generosity to 
the New Haven area for over 50 years. 

A native of New York City, Mr. Sidoli 
attended the Seminary College, Bedonia, 
Parma, Italy, for 4 years. He was active 
in the wholesale beverage business from 
1933 to 1962 and in 1965 became a direc
tor of the Hamden National Bank under 
its 1964 charter. He currently serves as 
director and consultant to that bank, 
which is now known as the American 
National Bank. · 

Over the years Mr. Sidoli has left a 
trail of accomplishments behind him 
and has received innumerable awards 
and citations from variou.; civic, business, 
and educational organizations. His good 
will spread throughout the world and in 
1954 he was made a Knight Commander 
in the Order of St. Sylvester. He was ac
corded this honor by the late Pope Pius 
XII for his many efforts and contribu
tions toward the establishment of a 
home for the aged and orphans in Be
donia, Italy, near Parma, the home of his 
parents. 

In 1957 he was the recipient of the Star 
of Solidarity from the Italian Govern
ment, followed by the Charles Carroll of 
Carrollton Award in 1958 from the John 
Barry General Assembly, 4th Degree, 
Knights of Columbus. He was again rec
ognized in 1961 by the Italian Govern
ment when he was named Knight 
Commander of the Order of St. Agatha, 
San Marino, Italy, and was decorated 
a Knight, order of Merit by the 
Government. 

His work in the community continued 
to receive acclaim throughout the sixties 
as he received the Veritas Award in 1965 
from the Providence College New Haven 
Alumni Club and made a grand officer 
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for the Holy Sepulcher of Jerusalem, as 
well as a Knight Commander of the Ital
ian Republic. Notre Dame University 
paid tribute to his service by awarding 
him the Golden Dome Award, and he 
was later named "Man of the Year" by 
the New Haven Evening Lions and the 
Humanitarian Award from the Knights 
of St. Patrick. 

Mr. Sidoli remains active in the New 
Haven community and is presently State 
deputy of the Knights of Columbus, hav
ing served as their State treasurer and 
secretary. He is also a charter member 
and one of the founders of the Carmel 
Council of the Knights of Columbus in 
Hamden and assistant venerable of the 
New Haven Lodge No. 37, Sons of Italy. 
In addition, he is a former chairman of 
the Hamden Board of fire commissioners, 
and member of the board of finance of 
the State Labor Department's employ
ment security board of review. He has 
also served St. Raphael's Hospital, Al
bertus Magnus College, Quinnipac Col
lege, Sacred Heart Academy, the Boys 
Town of Italy, and the Italian Legion of 
Merit in various capacities. 

Indeed, it is rare in life that you find 
one who so selflessly gives of himself for 
the betterment of others. In a well-de
served tribute the community of Ham
den is recognizing this gentleman, and it 
is with pleasure that I join them in ap
plauding his commendable etiorts.• 

HOW UNITED STATES IS HELPING 
IN HUGE ARMS BUILDUP BY 
SAUDI ARABIA 

HON. BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, the 
United States is helping transform Saudi 
Arabia into "one of the leading military 
powers in the entire Middle East," ac
cording to an article in the April 17 issue 
of U.S. News & World Report. 

Dozens of American corporations, 
hundreds of U.S. Government employees, 
and thousands of American civilian 
technicians are conducting this trans
formation, on which the Saudis may be 
spending as much as $30 billion or more 
by the mid-1980's. 

Northrop Corp. is, in effect, operating 
the Royal Saudi Air Force; Raytheon 
Co., the missile air defense system; 
Avco Corp., the Saudi Coast Guard; 
Bendix, the Ordnance and Transport 
Corps; Vinnell Corp., the Saudi National 
Guard; and, of course, the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers is in charge of bil
lions of dollars worth of military, mili
tary-related, and civilian construction. 

We are building not only a viable mili
tary force for the Saudis but a national 
infrastructure as well. And it is being 
flnanced by our purchases of oil, which 
the Saudis have quadrupled in price over 
the past several years. 

America has an important national in
terest in good relations with its lead
ing source of foreign oil, but I have seri
ous questions about the nature of that 
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relationship. I do not believe it is in 
our best interest or the Saudis' best in
terest to see that nation transferred into 
a military power. It is one thing to pro
tect an immensely valuable natural re
source, but it is another matter to help 
change a country from backbench cheer
leader and financier to frontline con
frontation state in the Arab-Israeli 
conflict. 

Saudi Arabia has never been a signifi
cant participant in previous Arab-Israeli 
wars, though it has sent soldiers and 
equipment. But with the multibillion in
flux of U.S. arms, it will be difficult if 
not impossible for the Saudis to stay 
out of any future wars. 

At the very least, the Sa.udi role would 
be similar to that suggested in the U.S. 
News article: 

... it could well play a. key role as armorer 
for the Arabs who will have to shoulder the 
burdens of any fighting. 

In my opinion, however, Saudi Arabia 
will have a difficult task conftning its 
role solely to being the Arab arsenal. I 
suspect it will have a much larger role, 
whether it wishes to or not, particularly 
for its air force. 

Saudi Arabia is not a tiny nation. It 
has more than double the population of 
Israel, its land mass is nearly 80 times 
larger, and its wealth is immensely 
greater. 

Now the administration wants to sell 
Saudi Arabia 60 of our ft.nest first-line 
advanced fighter aircraft-the F-15. 
These are to replace 37 British Lightning 
interceptors. A Pentagon study orig
inally recommended selling only 40 re
placement aircraft, and the Saudis 
agreed, asking for F-15's. The request 
was later increased, however, to 60 
planes, and the administration accepted 
it. That number is 50 percent more than 
the amount of F-15's Israel would be 
permitted to purchase after the admin
istration reduced Israel's request. 

The Saudi Air Force does not need the 
F-15. This sale, in light of the across
the-board Saudi military buildup in 
general and the expansion of its air 
bases near Israel in particular, further 
threatens to alter significantly the bal
ance of power in the Middle East and in
crease the danger to Israel. It raises im
portant questions about the feasibility 
of Israeli withdrawal from its Sinai air 
base near Eilat at a time when Saudi 
Arabia is enlarging its own air base at 
Tabuk only a few minutes flying time to 
the southeast. 

I am inserting in the RECORD at this 
point the U.S. News & World Report ar
ticle on the Saudi buildup. This inf or
mation should prove useful in the coming 
debate over the administration's Middle 
East aircraft sales proposals: 
How UNITED STATES Is HELPING IN HUGE 

ARMS BUILDUP BY SAUDI ARABIA-A GROW
ING POWER 

GUNS, PLANES AND TANKS MADE IN THE UNITED 
STATES FORM THE MILITARY MUSCLE, BUT 
THAT'S ONLY PART OF AMERICA'S OVERALL 
ROLE 
DHAHRAN, SAUDI ARABIA.-An impressive 

combination of U.S. weapons and American 
know-how is helping turn this thinly popu
lated kingdom into one o! the leading mlli
ta.ry powers in the entire Middle East. 
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Billions of dollars' worth of U.S.-built 

planes, tanks, guns and oth,er equipment are 
providing a much needed punch to a Saudi 
mllitary machine charged with defending a. 
country of about 7.5 million people in an 
area the size of the United States east of the 
Mississippi River. 

The flow of military purchases from the 
U.S.-which could cost as much as $10 bil
lion dollars during the decade that will end 
in 1984-is only part of the American con
nection here. 

Hundreds of U.S. military advisers and 
thousands of civilians on the scene are 
engaged in a massive effort to modernize the 
Saudi armed forces. 

Behind the tremendous push to develop a 
modern military force: 

The i::onservative and firmly anti-Com
munist Saudis consider it necessary to keep 
pace with potential rivals in the Persian 
Gulf area-notably Iraq, ruled by radicals, 
o.nd Iran, governed by a conservative Shah 
now but with an unpredictable future. 

The Saudis also keep a. wary eye on the 
Arab-Israeli conflict. Riyadh's direct involve
ment in possible future wars ls considered 
unlikely, but it could well play a key role 
as armorer for the Arabs who will have to 
shoulder the burden of any fighting. 

Finally, the Saudis are deeply concerned 
about Soviet activities in areas close to this 
kingdom. Moscow's decision to pour millions 
o! dollars in arms into Ethiopia for a war 
with Somalia, plus the Cuban involvement in 
the fighting are cited here as evidence o! 
the need to stay on guard against Com
munist expansion in the region. 

However, the Defense Minister, Prince 
Sultan ibn Abdul Aziz, says Saudis. Arabia. 
has no intention of creating- a. large military 
establishment. That would hardly be feasible 
in a country with such a. small population. 
The Army now numbers only 40,000. 

What the Saudis are actually planning to 
build ls a. highly mobile Army with a strong 
mechanized and airborne capability. They 
also envisage a powerful Air Force and a 
sophisticated missile-defense system. 

Currently, the Army consists o! a. single 
armored brigade, four infantry brigades and 
three a.rtlllery battalions, backed up by 300 
AMX-30 French tanks and 250 American 
M-60 tanks. The Air Force has 110 Northrop 
F-5E's and 37 obsolete British Lightning in
terceptors. It hopes to augment those squad
rons with 60 highly sophisticated U.S.-built 
McDonnell Douglas F-15s in the early 1980s. 

CRITICS IN CONGRESS 
There a.re serious doubts, as of now, wheth

er Congress will O.K. the F-15 deal even 
though President Carter has given the green 
light. Congressional critics fear the new air
craft could tilt the military balance against 
Israel in the future. 

Heart of the American mllltary presence 
in Saudi Arabia. is the mission headed by Air 
Force Brig. Gen. Carl H. Ca.they, Jr. Some 
250 uniformed U.S. advisers a.re training 
Saudi officers in a wide range of activities
from converting infantry to armor, to in
structing combat pilots. 

The mission includes another 750 Depart• 
ment of Defense civlllans who train Saudis in 
the use and maintenance o! the M-60 tanks. 
Na.val officers also are assisting in the devel
opment of a. 2,000-man, 28-vessel Navy. 

The mission is only pa.rt of the total 
American involvement in the country's mili
tary buildup. In all, there are more than 
6,000 U.S. civilian contract workers here en
gaged in a. variety of assignments. For 
example: 

More than 1,000 Northrop Corporation per
sonnel help support the F-5E aircraft pro
gram. Raytheon Company assists in the de
ployment of the Ha.wk surface-to-air missile 
system. 
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Lockheed Aircraft Corporation is prime 

adviser on r~ar. Avco Corporation is work
ing with the Coast Guard, Bendix Corpora
tion with the Ordnance and Transport Corps. 

Vinnell Corporation of California has con
tracts for one of the larger operatlons--a 
77-million-dolla.r effort to strengthen the 
26,000-ma.n National Guard, the interna.1-
securlty force responsible for protecting the 
oil fields and the royal family. 

ENGINEERING EXPERTISE 

The largest venture of all may be the huge 
construction program for which the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers ls responsible. Total 
outlays for corps-directed projects could run 
as high as 17 billion dollars over a. 10-yea.r 
span. 

Some 82 Army engineers and about 800 
civilians-all paid by the Saudis~omprise 
the engineering contingent. In addition, the 
corps is responsible for subcontracting proj
ects to civilian firms such as Bechtel 
Corporation, Fluor Corporation, Santa Fe 
Engineering, Lockheed, Raytheon, J. A. Jones, 
Blount Brothers and Aramco. To date, Ameri
can companies have won some 43 percent of 
the contracts. 

Actually, much of the work overseen by 
the corps is military only in a technical 
sense. 

Morrison-Knudsen, for example, is helping 
to build a cantonment at Al Ba.tin, north
west of Dhahran. The project calls for con
struction of fac111ties for 6,500 troops and 
their families, including schools, hospitals, 
mosques and markets. Eventually, Al Ba.tin 
is expected to grow into a community of 
70,000, with total construction costs running 
up to 7 billion dollars. 

The U.S. is not the only Western power 
that the Saudis are calllng on for help. 
France and Britain ·also have training mis
sions here. But they are small compared 
with the tremendous American presence that 
shows every sign of becoming even larger in 
years ahead.e 

HOW OUR POLICY TOWARD NU
CLEAR POWER BENEFITS THE 
KREMLIN 

HON. STEVEN D. SYMMS 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, the lack of 
a firm policy toward nuclear power by 
the United States and the attempts to 
somehow try and prevent other nations 
from developing nuclear power technol
ogy indirectly benefit the Soviet Union. 
This was discussed in the Evans and No
vak column in the Washington Post to
day. It is pointed out that the formidable, 
richly financed anti-nuclear lobby (with 
its agents deeply ensconced inside the 
Carter administration) may cause the 
West to fall permanently behind the 
Communist bloc in nuclear power devel
opment. 

The column reads as follows: 
How OUR NUCLEAR POLICY BENEFITS THE 

KREMLIN 

Partly obscured behind the shock waves 
of President Carter's neutron "bomb" deci
sion, a crisis on nuclear power is building 
in the Western alliance over the creeping 
U.S. embargo against export of raw mate
rial for nuclear power plants, with the Soviet 
Union benefiting directly. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The limit on exporting U.S.-produced en

riched uranium comes out of the new Nu
clear Nonproliferation Act, with this unin
tended result: Soviet nuclear power becomes 
preeminent, Since breeder-reactor technology 
is regarded by oil-starved Europe as vital to 
future energy needs, our European a.Illes may 
turn eastward for their enriched uranium 
and technology exchange. 

Even without the new act, the president's 
abhorrence of the breeder reactor points to 
Soviet domination-as was pointed out in a. 
confidential letter delivered to Carter April 4 
from Rep. John W. Wydler of New York. The 
senior Republican on the House Science 
Committee, Wydler warned the president that 
"it is frightening to speculate on the degree 
of control of the world market [for breeder
produced nuclear power) that the Soviet 
Union might achieve by implementing" its 
fast-moving nuclear power program. 

Economic and political stakes in the rush 
for nuclear energy by the Western democ
racies and Japan are awesome. Considering 
that, the Carter administration's nuclear 
nonpolicy could contribute to another global 
victory for the expansive masters of the 
Kremlin. 

The Nuclear Nonproliferation Act, signed 
into law March 10 by Carter, adds to the 
danger. It gives the nine Western European 
countries who belong to EURATOM 30 days 
to start negotiations with the United States. 
The law bans U.S. exports of enriched ura
nium to Western Europe unless EURATOM 
agrees to U.S. control over spent fuel manu
factured in European plants. 

That is vitally important, giving Washing
ton veto power over reprocessing spent fuel 
and, hence, over Europe's power to build 
breeder nuclar power plants. The breeder, 
making its own fuel as it manufactures 
power, ls nearly indispensable to Europe's 
future power needs. 

This unilateral change in existing agree
ments dating back to the mid-'60s infuriated 
the European nations. Forced to play the 
high-stakes nuclear power game the Wash
ington way, their first reaction was symbolic 
retaliation. With the French taking the lead, 
they simply ignored the provision in the new 
U.S. law giving them 30 days to start negotia
tions for new licenses to import enriched 
uranium. 

The EURATOM nations will surely agree, 
probably soon, to negotiate new enriched
uranium contracts. But thumbing their noses 
at starting the talks within the 30 days is a. 
symbol of their anger. 

Carter's deeply rooted fear is that .reproc
essed fuel-which is weapons-grade fuel
could be turned illegally into bombs. That is 
understandable when considered in a. politi
cal vacuum. Unfortunately, however, the So
viet Union has no parallel concerns. The So
viets a.re far ahead of the breeder reactor 
curve today and picking up ever more speed. 

Rep. Wydler drafted his warning to the 
president after talks with the International 
Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna, the Fren<:h 
Atomic Energy Commission and finally with 
the Russians in Moscow last month. A con
gressional expert on nuclear power, Wydler 
predicted to Carter that we are "on the verge 
of an atomic Sputnik"-a. sudden Soviet ad
vance. 

He warned the president that his opposi
tion to the Clinch River experimental breeder 
reactor signals all other nations that the 
United States is not serious about preserving 
the breeder as a long-range option; that has 
undermined U.S. nuclear power credibility 
abroad "and made us an unreliable nuclear 
partner." 

Over Carter's protest, Congress has kept the 
Clinch River "breeder" from dying a prema
ture death. But that does not relieve the 
president from getting his a.<:t together and 
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ta.king on the formidable, richly financed 
anti-nuclear lobby (with its equally formida
ble a.gen ts ensconced as officials deep inside 
his administration). Otherwise, the West may 
be doomed to fall behind the communist 
bloc, never to recover. 

For example, the Soviets now operate a 
350-mega.wa.tt experimental "breeder" on the 
Caspian Sea. and will complete a 600-mega
watt plant in 1980. Design ls beginning for a 
1,600-megawa.tt plant, which the Russians 
told Wydler would take only seven yea.rs to 
build. 

No wonder, then, that the new law limit
ing export of U.S. enriched uranium ls cre
ating consternation. Following EURATOM's 
symbolic refusal to start new talks within 
the 30-day period, West Germany will soon 
in<:rea.se its purchase of enriched uranium 
from the Russians. More attacks on the ex
posed flank of President Carter's nuclear 
power policy will surely follow.e 

THE B-1 GHOST; THE MISTAKE 
WHICH WILL COME TO HAUNT 
THE CONGRESS 

HON. CHARLES H. WILSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

• Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Speaker, the President and, 
now, unfortunately, the Congress have 
made a serious mistake in halting the 
B-1 program. 

I could accept the decision to termi
nate the B-1 program, if in fact, there 
were more cost-effective alternatives. My 
difficulty is in finding a single defense 
witness who will testify that this is the 
case. In the Department of Defense 
Bomber Modernization Study of April 29, 
1977, the alternatives to the B-1 are de
scribed at length. Adding up the cost of 
these alternatives-the B-52 moderniza
tion program, the FB-lllH, the cruise 
missile carrier and its complement of 
cruise missiles-you arrive at a grand 
total of nearly $26 billion. Each of these 
alternatives has been presented to the 
Congress as viable programs for which 
funding has been requested by the De
partment of Defense. I ask my colleagues 
to recall the fact that the total cost for 
completion of the entire B-1 program 
was about $18 billion. These "more cost
eff ective" alternatives will cost the 
American taxpayer about $10 billion 
more than the total cost of the B-1 pro
gram. 

The evidence is rather clear that we 
will be building a follow-on manned stra
tegic aircraft in the coming years. To 
date, we have spent over $7 billion devel
oping a follow-on to the B-52, an aircraft 
described by the then Secretary of the 
Air Force, Harold Brown, on January 25, 
1966, as a bomber which would be obso
lete by 1975. Most importantly, if we ini
tiate another research and development 
program to build a follow-on bomber, we 
will place a burden of some $5 billion or 
more on the American taxpayers and 
produce an aircraft that is identical to 
the B-1 in design and performance. 
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I submit for the RE co RD, a copy of a 

letter recently received from Mr. Bob 
Anderson, president, Rockwell Interna
tional, detailing the testing of the al
ready built B-1 aircraft, and second, 
describing the additional layoffs neces
sitated by the decision of the House to 
halt work on aircraft No. 5 and No. 6. 

Copy of letter follows: 
ROCKWELL INTERNATIONAL, 

April 3, 1978. 
Hon. CHARLES H. WILSON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WILSON: We at Rock
well International Corporation have appreci
ated your support for the B-1 program dur
ing these past seven yea.rs of development 
and want to thank you for your efforts to 
retain aircraft No. 5 and No. 6 in the flight 
test program. 

Because of the House vote on February 22 
the Los Angeles Division was forced to lay 
off 750 employees immediately. Lay off of an 
additional 2,250 will occur during the rest 
of the year as completion of the fourth B-1 
nears in Palmdale, reducing employment at 
the Los Angeles Division to 3,500 by the end 
of the year. We have established a vocational 
counseling and job relocation center at the 
Rockwell Recreation Center in Los Angeles 
to assist those laid off in securing other 
employment. 

I continue to believe that B-1 is the key 
to the perpetuation and modernization of the 
manned penetrator as the third leg of the 
TRIAD. We look forward to continuing the 
four aircraft research and development pro
gram through 1983. At the Los Angeles Divi
sion, to date, aircraft No. 1 through No. 3 
have flown a total of 950 hours. We have 
completed six inert and two live SRAM 
launches and met or exceeded Air Force spec
ifications in every instance. We expect to 
complete aircraft No. 4 early next year and 
begin its flight testing. Aircraft No. 4 will 
demonstrate and flight test the most com
plete and up-to-date offensive and defensive 
avionics systems in existence. 

Both Buz Hello and Doc Blalock have asked 
me to convey to you their appreciation for 
your strong endorsement of the B-1 program 
in the past. We hope we can continue to 
count on your support fer the four aircraft 
B-1 research and development program this 
vear and in the future. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT ANDERSON, 

President, Rockwell International.e 

"DIRTY DOZEN": A DISCREDITED 
RATING SYSTEM 

HON. JOHN J. RHODES 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 13, 1978 

e Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, it is that 
time of the year again when various 
groups begin to issue ratings of Mem
bers, based on selected votes. These rat
ings can be very important for a Mem
ber because of the image they can con
vey to constituents and supporters, and 
because of the usually uncritical manner 
in which the media accepts and plays up 
these ratings. 

No Member will object to a rating that 
is an accurate portrayal of a legislative 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
record, and is based on appropriate 
votes. Unfortunately, however, some 
groups seem more interested in enhanc
ing or damaging certain Members and 
so seek votes that will support their par
ticular political bias without much re
gard for the accuracy of the image por
trayed. 

One such group is Environmental Ac
tion, which, as you know, has tried to 
do a job on me, as well as on a number 
of other Members. Last Saturday the 
Washington Post published an article by 
my good friend and distinguished col
league from New Hampshire <Mr. CLEVE
LAND), in which he very cogently de
scribes the blatantly political manner in 
which this group develops its ratings. 

He also describes the manner in which 
the media have swallowed virtually whole 
the propaganda of this group without 
questioning the way in which its ratings 
are developed. 

JIM CLEVELAND'S article is eloquent tes
timony to the need for someone to ask 
"who is rating the raters?" I commend it 
to my colleagues for their reading and 
ask that it be inserted in the RECORD· 
[From the Washington Post, Apr. 8, 19781 

"DIRTY DOZEN": A DISCREDITED RATING SYSTEM 
(By James C. Cleveland) 

A group known as Environmental Action 
will soon issue its 1978 "Dirty Dozen" list 
of House members whose defeat it seeks on 
allegedly environmental grounds. Response 
by the press, if it repeats past performance, 
will be mixed. Most reporting will serve as 
the uncritical conduit for the charges, while 
some will provide probing news coverage and 
commentary discrediting the accusations and 
their source. 

I observed both varieties of coverage as a 
member of the Dirty Dozen in 1976, which 
leads me to suggest that, next time around, 
the press stiffen its skepticism in handling 
political material from Environmental Ac
tion. 

After the last election, National Journal's 
Michael J. Malbin examined charges by House 
Minority Leader John J. Rhodes (R-Ariz.), 
also on the 1976 hit list, that rating proce
dures of most groups were unfair and Envi
ronmental Action was the worst offender. Re
viewing materials assembled by the Fair 
Campaign Practices Committee for a sym
posium on political rating groups. he con
cluded that they tend to support Rhodes' 
charges." 

As to the press, Mal bin observed, "the prob
lem with all this is that it is easy in the 
heat of a political campaign for an oppo
nent--or the news media-to latch onto a 
label and assume that there is something 
solid behind it." Added Chris Black, Washing
ton correspondent of the Lowell (Mass.) Sun: 

"The 'Dirty Dozen campaign' plays upon 
institutional weaknesses in the press. The 
gimmicky charge receives page-one play but 
the denial is buried on the obituary page. 
And the group uses the widespread assump
tion that environmental groups are somehow 
above politics and reproach, although Dirty 
Dozen proved to be quite different from this 
perception." 

Unintended distortion came with initial 
coverage strongly suggesting that the 12 on 
the list were selected on the basis of their 
environmental voting records. That impres
sion was conveyed by AP, UPI, The Wash
ington Star and particularly The Post which 
plugged that line in its headline and lead 
paragraph. Yet those vote rankings were ab-
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solutely meaningless in Environmental Ac
tion's own selection process. I made the list 
although more than 100 others voted equally 
"wrong" or worse on the votes used. Envi
ronmental Action itself concedes that other 
factors are considered, a fact scarcely alluded 
to in Washington coverage. 

A key factor was vulnerability. Environ
mental Action argued that it didn't waste 
time going after occupants of safe seats. But 
had reporters examined that !actor, they 
would have learned that eight members o! 
the 1976 list won elections in 1974 with a 
scant 53 percent of the vote or less; one won 
his 1974 primary with only 55 per cent of the 
vote and the general election with 53 per
cent, and faced another tough primary in 
1976. Those members aren't just unsafe; 
they're the walking wounded. 

Rhodes blasted the ratings, requesting the 
Fair Campaign Practices Committee to moni
tor and expose the unfairness involved. That 
received prominent, fair and balanced cover
age in Washington and presumably else
where. Later, the press here and across the 
country gave good exposure to a study en
titled "The Rating Game," by the House 
Republican Research Committee, which for 
all its overtly partisan origin was an ex
cellent critique of rating groups in general 
and Environmental Action in particular. 

Meanwhile, one of the most perceptive 
pieces I saw on an individual member was 
done by Paul Houston of the Los Angeles 
Times in the case of Burt Talcott (R-Calif.). 
He found "considerable evidence that, in 
placing Talcott on the list, Environmental 
Action had accused Talcott wrongly on sev
eral points." Houston added that "there is 
some merit to his claim that his low En
vironmental Action rating, which was based 
on 14 selected votes among dozens last year, 
distorted his record." (Talcott lost anyway, 
one of the three on the list to do so.) 

Easily the worst in terms of swallowing 
Dirty Dozen propaganda whole were a patty
cake piece in The New Yorker and a column 
by Clayton Fritchey, appearing in The Post, 
which rhapsodized that the Dirty Dozen gim
mick ought to be adopted by other interest 
groups. 

In New Hampshire, my designation as one 
of the Dirty Dozen received prominent phy 
that ultimately proved not damaging. Three 
solid editorials in New H ampshire dailies 
bracketing the political spectrum denounced 
my selection as a dirty deed. Then Chris 
Black of the Lowell Sun exposed tht: fact 
that the Dirty Dozen campaign coordinator 
had worked for my opponent-to-be in a 
McGovern campaign. They had discussed the 
list at least a month before it was issued 
with the general understanding that I would 
be included only if he were likely to run. 
Environmental Action claimed it was mis
quoted. 

My opponent made no issue of the Dirty 
Dozen or my environmental record in the 
campaign; he walked away from the issue, 
saying the Dirty Dozen Campaign Commit
tee was doing its own thing. (I later won 
with 61 percent of the vote). 

In New Hampshire, Environmental Action's 
remaihing credibility died. The group claimed 
to have enlisted a number of environmental 
organizations against me . That made head
lines, as did subsequent disclosure that the 
claim was phony. (Environmental Action 
again claimed it was misquoted.) 

Environmental Action seeks to be a con
tinuing and credible presence on the scene, 
though it consists mainly of a magazine staff 
of roughly a dozen, lobbies sporadically and 
ineffectively, and has no membership. Its 
political operation is a floating media event. 
It thus deserves scrutiny in its own right in 
the interests of a cleaner political environ
ment.e 
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